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The purpose of this study was to determine the influence of participation in a content-
based residential college versus non-participation in a content-based residential college on 
retention in the second year of study at a research university-very high research activity 
(RU/VH) in the southern portion of the United States. The dependent variable of the study was 
whether or not the traditional-age, first-time freshman students enrolled at the study institution in 
their fifth semester, or second to third year, of study. The target population for this study was 
defined as traditional-age, first-time college freshmen who enrolled in a research university-very 
high research activity (RU/VH) in the South. The accessible population was defined as 
traditional age, first-time college freshmen who enrolled in one selected research university-very 
high research activity (RU/VH) in the 2014-2015 academic year (n = 5,542). Of these 5,542 
students, 1,373 resided in a content-based residential college during their freshmen year. The 
data were descriptive in nature and therefore analyzed using descriptive statistics, including 
frequencies, percentages, means, standard deviations, the analysis of variance (ANOVA) 
technique, t-tests and the chi-square test of independence technique.  
In addition, a Multiple Discriminant Analysis was conducted to assess if a model existed 
that significantly increased the researcher’s ability to correctly classify students on their retention 
from second to third year. Findings indicated that the number of credit hours earned in each of 
the first four semesters influenced the retention of students into their fifth semester, and 
therefore, dropping below full-time status put students at risk for not completing their degree. 
Findings also indicated that a higher percentage of students who participated in content-based 
residential college were retained to fifth semester (77.9%) than those that did not participate in a 
content-based residential college (73.0%), suggesting that participating in a content-based 
 xiv 
residential college increased the likelihood of retention in the second to third year, or fifth 
semester, of study. The researcher recommends the expansion of content-based residential 
colleges into multiple-year offerings across a wide variety of curricula.  
  
 1 
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
Background  
 Though American colleges have existed for over 350 years, the issue of retention did not 
arise until the early 20th century. The first studies of premature student departure emerged in 
1930, but did not become a prevalent topic of discussion until the 1970s when Spady’s 1971 
article, “Dropouts from Higher Education: an Interdisciplinary Review and Synthesis,” outlining 
his model of student departure was published. Spady’s article built the foundation for other 
pioneers in retention theory, and shortly after, Vincent Tinto (1975) and Alexander Astin (1977) 
created their own models to explain student departure prior to graduation. By the conclusion of 
the 1970s, retention theory was well established, thus driving a systematic examination of 
retention.  
As a result, the practice of enrollment management emerged in the 1980s, as a method to 
align efforts across the admissions, financial aid, registration, and institutional research areas in 
order to better control enrollment (Hossler, 2002). Retention as a field of study became more 
prevalent and gained momentum throughout the 1990s. The importance of finance and the ability 
to pay for postsecondary education became a new emphasis for research, and greater attention 
was being paid to student diversity and retaining students of color (Berger, Ramirez, and Lyons, 
2012, p. 28). As the decade came to an end, the 1990s also saw the development of the idea that 
persistence and retention are two separate concepts. In more recent history, retention has become 
a well-established, engrained part of higher education and continues to be a major policy issue at 
both the state and federal levels on an annual basis. An American College Testing (ACT) study 
reports that almost 26% of college freshmen do not return the following year. As the importance 
of earning a college degree continues to increase, so does the importance of retention.  
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 Rationale 
Education is Important 
In her Nobel Peace Prize acceptance speech, then fourteen-year-old Malala Yousafzai 
boldly expressed, “Education is one of the blessings of life—and one of its necessities” 
(Yousafzai, 2014).  Former United States Secretary of Education Arne Duncan describes 
education as “the new currency by which nations keep competitive” and states, “a better 
educated world is a better steward of the planet” (United States Department of Education, 2013).  
Students are graduating high school at a higher rate than ever before. In December 2015, it was 
reported by the US Department of Education that 82.3% of high school seniors graduated. In 
response, Delegated Secretary John King explained, “A high school diploma is absolutely 
critical, absolutely attainable and key to future success in college, in the workforce, and in life” 
(United States Department of Education, 2015). The United States Department of Education 
(https://www.ed.gov/college) posits, “in today’s economy, higher education is no longer a luxury 
for the privileged few, but a necessity for individual economic opportunity and America’s 
competitiveness in the global economy” (United States Department of Education, 2015).  
Therefore, due to increasing high school graduation rates and the positive impact of a college 
degree, postsecondary education is more necessary now than ever before.  
A College Degree is Important 
Earning a college degree is significant not only to the student who earns the degree, but 
to the institution and workforce as well. Possession of a college degree has become a societal 
norm, and as Arne Duncan describes, “A postsecondary education is the ticket to economic 
success in America (United States Department of Education, 2012). The current generation is the 
most educated generation in history, as reflected in the United States Census 2015 Current 
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Population Reports: 88% of adults aged 25 and older had a high school diploma and 33% had a 
college degree or higher, compared with 63% and 14%, respectively, in 1975 (US Census 
Bureau, 2016).  A baccalaureate degree is the biggest predictor of economic success. According 
to the Occupational Outlook Handbook, in 2014 the median weekly earning for individuals with 
a Bachelor’s degree was $1,193. Comparatively, the median weekly earning for individuals with 
a high school diploma was $668. The unemployment rate was 7.5% for those with bachelor 
degrees, whereas the unemployment rate for those who did not graduate from college was 19.5% 
(Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2015). Beyond the financial implications of higher salaries, college 
graduates are more likely than other employees to receive employer-provided health and pension 
benefits (Baum, Ma, & Payea, 2013). In addition to the financial ramifications, Baum et al.  
(2013) also noticed a correlation between healthier living habits of those that graduated college 
versus those that did not graduate from college. Based on their 2013 study, graduates were more 
likely to spend more time exercising and were less likely to smoke or be identified as obese 
(Baum et al., 2013).   
The workforce—and society as a whole—benefit from individuals with college degrees. 
In conjunction with widespread productivity increases, the higher earnings of educated workers 
generate higher tax payments at the local, state, and federal level. Four-year college graduates 
pay, on average, 78% more in taxes each year than high school graduates, and spending on social 
support programs such as unemployment compensation Medicaid, and Supplemental Nutrition 
Assistance Program (SNAP) is much lower for individuals with higher levels of education 
(Baum et al., 2013). Additionally, a college graduate is less likely to commit a crime and 30% 
less likely to be unemployed (Hossler, Braxton & Coppersmith, 1989; Pascarella & Terenzini, 
2005).  
 4 
If Students are to Receive a College Degree, Institutions Must Have Adequate Numbers of 
Students Enrolled 
The number of students who enrolled in college in 2015 was 1.7 % lower than it was in 
2014, a trend that has continued for the past four years (Marcus, 2015). Predictions of a report 
completed in September 2015 estimate that closure rates of small colleges and universities will 
triple by 2017, due to declining enrollment. Small colleges, defined as private institutions with 
an operating revenue below $100 million and public colleges below $200 million, are often 
tuition dependent, meaning that when enrollment declines, there is “a reduced ability to invest in 
academic programs, student life, and facilities, which in turn negatively affects colleges’ ability 
to meet the desires of prospective students” (Marcus, 2015).  
At the institutional level, graduation rate is a measure of financial stability and success, 
and influences the decisions of prospective students. Educating students is an expensive 
endeavor not only to students, but to institutions as well. Institutions invest an average of about 
$14,000 per year per student providing undergraduate education, and tuition revenue remains a 
long way from covering the full cost. To make up the difference, state and local governments 
contribute about $5,900 per student per year in taxpayer subsidies that keep tuition lower than it 
would be otherwise (Johnson, 2014).  
Losing Students is Bad Business for the Student, Institution, and the Economy.  
Though the economy and institutions of higher learning endure financial burdens, non-
completers pay the highest price for early departure. Students who take out loans for tuition and 
do not complete a degree are less likely to gain employment that allows them to repay these 
loans (Lederman, 2010). College dropouts are five times more likely to default on student loans 
(Volkwein & Cabrera, 1998). They generally have diminished lifetime earnings, on average 
earning almost a million dollars less over the course of their working lives than those with a 
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college degree (Pennington, 2004). According to the United States Department of Education, 
more than 40 % of first-time, full-time students who enroll in a bachelor’s degree program don’t 
graduate within 6 years (United States Department of Education, 2015).  
Every student not retained represents a financial loss for institutions through the loss of 
tuition, fees, and income from alumni contributions. A research-extensive university in the south 
provides a Net Price Calculator tool that allows prospective students to enter data that estimates 
the cost of attendance for one academic year (two semesters). For an out-of-state freshman 
entering the 2017-2018 academic year with a 3.0 high school GPA and 26 on the ACT, the total 
estimated cost for tuition and fees alone is $26,820. If a student does not return after her or his 
freshman year, the university loses at least $80,460, based on a four-year path to graduation. A
 Although this estimate is general and limited in nature, it demonstrates the financial 
implications that are associated with the loss of a single student. Further, it is argued that an 
institution loses on ancillary revenues, such as bookstore revenues, on-campus dining options 
and meal plans (Swail, 2004). Using the Net Price Calculator tool, it is estimated that an out-of-
state freshman will spend $19,454 during the 2017-2018 academic year on room and board, 
books and supplies, and “other” expenses (such as personal costs and transportation). This means 
that the university would lose $58,362 in ancillary expenses if the student does not return after 
the first year of attendance. In addition to student inputs, another point for consideration is the 
amount of money universities invest in recruitment, enrollment, and retention services in the 
forms of staffing, outreach, and overhead expenses. The institution loses a percentage of those 
invested funds each time a student leaves. Beyond the financial investment of the institution in 
recruitment, enrollment and retention services, early departure from college also results in a loss 
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of potential alumni dollars. This alumni support is an important part of an institution’s activities 
for advancement.   
Each time a student leaves a university, it comes at a cost to the economy as well. The 
American Institutes for Research found that since 2003, nearly $5 billion per year has been lost 
in potential income and federal taxes due to the half a million students who did not complete 
college (AIR, 2011). Furthermore, taxpayers are burdened with over $9 million in a given year 
for educating freshmen who do not return to college (Schneider, 2010). The potential loss in 
future tax revenue from one cohort of college non-completers is about $730 million per year 
(Schenider & Yin, 2011).  
What Factors Influence Enrollment? Recruitment and Retention. 
Although many factors influence enrollment, recruitment and retention are the most 
pivotal. Recruitment is defined as “the action of finding new people to join an organization” 
(Merriam-Webster, 2011).  In higher education, recruitment is the process by which students are 
encouraged to apply for admission. Once students apply and are admitted and committed to 
attending the university, retention becomes vital. A difference exists between a student being 
admitted to an institution and a student being committed to an institution.  Because students are 
often accepted to more than one university, a large number of students who receive acceptance 
letters are admitted actually do not end up attending the institution. The discussion of the 
importance of retention applies to those students who are committed to the institution and are 
included in the official enrollment counts. The term “retention” can mean different things 
depending on the organization. Therefore, it is appropriate to refer to students who begin college 
and remain enrolled until obtaining a degree as a persister (or completer), whereas a non-
persister is a student who begins college and leaves before earning a degree. Although frequently 
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used interchangeably, the National Center for Education Statistics uses the term “retention” as a 
measure of institutional accountability and the term “persistence” as measure of student 
accountability (Hagedorn, 2005). The term “attrition” is important when discussing retention. 
According to the Association for Institutional Research, attrition refers to the “departure from all 
forms of higher education prior to completion of a degree or other credential” (Delta Cost Project 
& AIR, 2009).   
Different types of retention exist in institutions of higher education, including 
institutional retention, retention within a major or discipline, and course retention (Hagedorn, 
2005). Institutional retention refers to persisters who remain at the same institution of higher 
education where they started. Retention within a major or discipline refers to persisters who 
remain in the same program of study from year to year, and course retention refers to persisters 
who complete the course for which they were registered. Each type of retention generates useful 
data and provides a clearer snapshot of the institution as the description gets more specific. For 
example, institutional retention only gives a bird’s-eye-view of the graduation rates of the 
institution as a whole. It does not account for changes in majors or programs of study; only 
retention within a major or discipline can provide this more limited view.  
Retention within a major at a research university very high research (RU/VH) provides a 
narrower view of student trends and is important to consider because a student that changes her 
or his major from animal sciences to creative writing must transfer from the College of 
Agriculture to the College of Humanities and Social Sciences. In this occurrence, the student 
persisted within the institution, but the retention rate for the College of Agriculture was 
negatively impacted by the student’s decision to switch to a different program of study.  
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Finally, course retention is an important point to consider, especially in “gatekeeper 
courses,” or courses at the first level of college credit that lay the foundation for the major. 
Though this type of retention provides an extremely narrow view of the institutional picture, 
persistence in gatekeeper courses is a major factor that influences retention both within a major 
and at the institutional level.  
Factors that Influence Persistence  
Many factors influence persistence in institutions of higher education. Swail (2004) posits 
that these factors can be divided into three categories: cognitive factors, social factors, and 
institutional factors as is illustrated in his Geometric Model of Student Persistence and 
Achievement. It provides an avenue for the interaction of cognitive, social, and institutional 
factors—all of which influence and must emanate from within the student.   
Institutional factors play a vital role in the retention and persistence of students. In 
Swail’s model, the departments of Financial Aid, Student Services, and Recruitment & 
Admissions are integral parts to both Academic Services and Curriculum and Instruction (see 
Figure 1). The institution must be able to provide appropriate services, both academically and 
socially, to students to ensure their continuation at the institution. Swail intentionally placed 
these factors at the bottom of the triangle to display that these variables set the foundation for 
success in the college experience. Swail posits, “How the institution reacts to students is of 
primary importance to retention, persistence, and completion” (Swail, 2004, p. 15).  
To put it simply, cognitive factors are related to the student’s academic abilities, 
including the student’s strengths, weaknesses, and proficiencies, and “can be measured by course 




Swail's Model of the Student Experience (Swail, 2004) 
Swail incorporates the theories of Tinto (1975) and Bean (1983) in this branch of his 
Geometric Model of Student Persistence and Achievement, as he identifies the decision-making 
process regarding goal commitment, intent to leave, and value conflicts as critical variables that 
intersect with social factors that connect with cognitive factors to form the decision-making 
process (Swail, 2004, p. 14).  
Persistence and retention are strongly influenced by social integration. Swail’s model 
recognizes the importance of social factors, as it accounts for variables such as coping skills, 
financial issues, maturity, goal commitment, and family influence. Swail explains, “A student’s 
social underpinning and opportunities have crossover impact on his or her cognitive 
development” (15). Kuh and Love (2004) posit that students who make cultural connections 
through social groups were more likely to persist. In their research, Dixon, Rayle, and Chung 
(2007) concluded that “mattering” to the institutional environment, defined as “the experience of 
others depending on us, being interested in us, and being concerned with our fate” was linked to 
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persistence (22). Cohort-based social support (Harris, 2006) and learning communities (Tinto, 
2004) help students share institutional, academic (cognitive) and social experiences together.  
In Reworking the Student Departure Puzzle, Tinto (2007) explains the social benefits to 
building peer support groups when he explains, “Participation in a first-year learning community 
enabled students to develop a network of supportive peers that helped students make the 
transition to college and integrate them into a community of peers” (Braxton, 2007, p. 5). Living 
learning communities, commonly referred to as residential colleges, provide an avenue for the 
intersection of institutional factors, cognitive factors, and social factors. Aligned with Swail’s 
model, residential colleges provide the ultimate student experience.  
Residential College Influence on Persistence  
Modeled after Oxford and Cambridge, the first American residential college was 
introduced in 1893, operating under the belief that “Good housing contributes to academic 
success, and the securing of proper housing is as important as providing proper classroom 
instruction” (Brucacher and Rudy, 2004, p. 336). Thomas Jefferson implemented similar 
“academic village” principles at the University of Virginia, Harvard established a residential 
college system in the 1930s, although a looser version of living learning communities existed at 
Harvard as early as 1890 (Bliming 1998).  
During his time as president of Princeton University, Woodrow Wilson proposed to 
establish a quadrangle-style housing unit for students and unmarried faculty members. His 
proposition was not accepted, but it brought national attention to the Quadrangle Plan, which 
would come to fruition many years later (Bliming 1998).  Several other colleges across the 
country began implementing similar residential plans prior to the First World War, and the 
Oxford and Cambridge model soon became a nationwide trend.  At the conclusion of the Second 
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World War, Princeton had re-established its residential college initiative, and by the 1890s, the 
majority of the most prestigious universities had residential colleges in place.  
At a research-extensive university in the south, students have three options for housing. 
Students can choose to live off campus, in traditional residential housing (housing open to all 
students of all majors), or in a residential college. Additionally, high-achieving students can 
apply to live in the Honors College, a highly selective and competitive living-learning 
community, similar to content-based residential colleges.  Residential colleges for first-year, 
non-Honors students were first introduced in 2000 as an interdisciplinary residential college, 
meaning that residents were not segregated by their program of study. Currently, the university 
has seven discipline-based residential colleges. All residential colleges accept only first-year 
students, with the exception for one residential college that accepts undergraduate international 
exchange students as well as first-year students. This study will examine three groups of 
students: students who chose to live off campus, students who chose to live in a traditional 
residential hall, and students who chose to live in a content-based residential college during the 
2014-2015, 2015-2016, and 2016-2017 academic years. Most of the existing literature focuses on 
retention from first to second year enrollment, this study will examine retention from the second 
to third year of enrollment. Traditional freshmen and sophomores generally have the lowest 
retention rates of college students, whereas juniors and seniors have the highest retention rates 
(Arnold 1999). Therefore, this study examined retention from the second to third year of 
enrollment, as it is suggested throughout the literature that students who persist until their third 
year of study will persist until degree completion. 
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Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to determine the influence of participation in a content-
based residential college versus non-participation in a content-based residential college on 
retention in the second year of study at a research university-very high research activity 
(RU/VH) in the southern portion of the United States.  
Objectives 
The following specific objectives were formulated to guide this research:  
1. The first objective of this study was to describe incoming undergraduate students residing 
in content-based residential colleges who were admitted and enrolled for the Fall 2014 semester 
as defined by their payment of fees and inclusion in the 14th class day count at a research 
university-very high research (RU/VH) in the southern region of the United States on the 
following selected characteristics:  
a. Gender; 
b. Race; 
c. High school grade point average (GPA); 
d. College entrance examination (ACT/SAT) composite scores; 
e. Credit hours the student earned each semester of their first four semesters (Fall 
2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
f. Overall grade point average (GPA) at the end of their first year (2014-2015); and 
at the end of their second year (2015-2016); 
g. Whether or not the student was a resident of the state; 
h. The semester GPA achieved in each of the student’s first four semesters of 
college enrollment (Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
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i. Whether or not the student was retained in the university in each of their second 
through fifth semesters of study;  
j. Whether or not the student changed their curricula in their second through fifth 
semester of study; and 
k. The number of times the student changed curricula in their second through fifth 
semester of study.  
2. The second objective of this study was to describe incoming undergraduate students who 
did not live in residential colleges and were admitted and enrolled for the Fall 2014 semester as 
defined by their payment of fees and inclusion in the 14th class day count at a research 
university-very high research (RU/VH) in the southern region of the United States on the 
following selected characteristics: 
a. Gender; 
b. Race; 
c. High school grade point average (GPA); 
d. College entrance examination (ACT/SAT) composite scores; 
e. Credit hours the student earned each semester of their first four semesters (Fall 
2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
f. Overall grade point average (GPA) at the end of their first year (2014-2015);  
g. Overall college grade point average (GPA) at the end of their second year (2015- 
2016); 
h. Whether or not the student was a resident of the state; 
i. The semester GPA achieved in each of the student’s first four semesters of 
college enrollment (Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
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j. Whether or not the student was retained in the university in each of their second 
through fifth semesters of study;  
k. Whether or not the student changed their curricula in their second through fifth 
semester of study; and 
l. The number of times the student changed curricula in their second through fifth 
semester of study.  
3. The third objective of this study was to compare incoming college freshmen who lived in 
a content-based residential college with those who did not live in a content-based residential 
college, on the following selected measures: 
a. Gender; 
b. Race; 
c. High school grade point average (GPA); 
d. College entrance examination (ACT/SAT) composite scores; 
e. Credit hours the student earned each semester of their first four semesters (Fall 
2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
f. Overall grade point average (GPA) at the end of their first year (2014-2015);  
g. Overall college grade point average (GPA) at the end of their second year (2015- 
2016); 
h. Whether or not the student was a resident of the state; 
i. The semester GPA achieved in each of the student’s first four semesters of 
college enrollment (Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
j. Whether or not the student was retained in the university in each of their second 
through fifth semesters of study;  
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k. Whether or not the student changed their curricula in each of their second through 
fifth semester of study; and 
l. The number of times the student changed curricula in their second through fifth 
semester of study.  
4. The fourth objective of the study was to determine if a relationship existed between the 
following selected variables and second-to-third year (fifth semester) student retention:  
a. Gender; 
b. Race; 
c. High school grade point average (GPA); 
d. College entrance examination (ACT/SAT) composite scores; 
e. Credit hours the student earned each semester of their first four semesters (Fall 
2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
f. Overall grade point average (GPA) at the end of their first year (2014-2015);  
g. Overall college grade point average (GPA) at the end of their second year (2015- 
2016); 
h. Whether or not the student was a resident of the state; 
i. The semester GPA achieved in each of the student’s first four semesters of 
college enrollment (Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
j. Whether or not the student was retained in the university in each of their second 
through fifth semesters of study;  
k. Whether or not the student changed their curricula in each of their second through 
fifth semester of study;  
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l. The number of times the student changed curricula in their second through fifth 
semester of study; and  
m. Type of freshman housing (content-based residential college or not in a content 
based residential college).   
5. The fifth objective of this study was to determine if a model existed that significantly 
increased the researcher’s ability to correctly classify students on their retention from the second 
to third year, or fifth semester, of study among undergraduate students at a research university-
very high research (RU/VH) in the Southern region of the United States from the following 
measures:   
a. Type of freshman housing (content-based residential college or elsewhere); 
b. Gender;  
c. Race; 
d. High school grade point average (GPA); 
e. College entrance examination (ACT/SAT) composite scores; 
f. Credit hours the student earned during their first semester of enrollment (Fall 
2014);  
g. The semester GPA achieved in the first semester of college enrollment (Fall 
2014); and 
h. Whether or not the student was a resident of the state.  
Definition of Terms 
1. Persistence: a student-level measure of success used to describe a student who enrolls in 
college and remains enrolled until earning a degree (Hagedorn, 2005).  
2. Retention: an institutional-level measure of success that describes students remaining 
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enrolled from admission until degree completion.  
3. Attrition: the shrinking in numbers of students resulting from lower student retention 
(Hagedorn, 2005).  
4. Financial aid: For the purposes of this study, scholarships, grants, TOPS, and loans are 
considered forms of financial aid.  
5. Traditional-age students: students that enroll in college immediately after high school. 
6. Hours carried: the number of hours for which the student registered in a semester as 
reported by the Office of Undergraduate Admissions.  
7. Hours earned: the number of hours the student earns in a semester as reported by the 
Office of Undergraduate Admissions.  
8. Graduation rate: measures the number of students who begin college and graduate within 
a certain number of years (Cook and Pullaro, 2010).  
9. Attainment rate: measures the share of the adult population that has a degree (Cook and 
Pullaro, 2010).  
Significance of the Study 
 It is often said that education is the great equalizer. Regardless of the socioeconomic 
status to which a person is born, he or she can acquire the essential knowledge, skills, and 
abilities to prosper through education. We currently live in a society that places great emphasis 
on obtaining postsecondary education credentials. This is for good reason: studies show that a 
college graduate earns roughly a million dollars over a lifetime and enjoys other benefits, such as 
better health, higher levels of civic involvement, and more opportunities for job growth and 
security. 
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 Therefore, studying retention is important from a variety of perspectives. For the student, 
a college degree affords financial benefits as well as opportunities for career advancement, 
higher job satisfaction, greater likelihood for having both a retirement plan and health insurance 
through an employer, a lower likelihood for being unemployed, and the likelihood of being 
happy is significantly higher (Trostel and Chase Smith, 2016). From an institutional perspective, 
it is more cost effective to retain an already enrolled student versus recruiting a new student to 
replace one that has been lost. The median cost to recruit a new undergraduate student in 2015 
was $578, according to a study conducted by Ruffalo Noel Levitz (Ruffalo Noel Levitz, 2016). 
 Therefore, student loss equates to revenue loss.  At a time where costs associated with 
pursuing higher education are at an all-time high for the student, the institution, and for the 
economy, institutions are forced to take student departure seriously. Retention is also a serious 
issue for state and federal governments. For students who entered college in 2002 and failed to 
graduate six years later, the cost to the nation was approximately $3.8 billion in lost income, 
$566 million in lost federal income taxes, and $264 in lost state income taxes (Schneider and 
Lin, 2011).   
 Trying to figure out what causes students to leave prior to graduation is not a new 
endeavor. Many theorists and studies have attempted to explain and predict this pattern of 
student behavior. Every choice both the institution and student makes influences the likelihood 
of persisting until graduation, beginning with where the student will live once enrolled. If 
students elect to leave home, they must choose to live off-campus or on-campus. At a research 
university-very high (RU/VH) in the southern region of the United States, if the choice is made 
to remain on-campus, students must choose to live in a traditional residential hall or in a content-
based residential college. 
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This study will observe the influence of student housing and selected academic and 
personal demographic characteristics on the retention of students from the second to third year at 
a research university (RU/VH) in an effort to describe characteristics that contribute to the 




CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Introduction 
Importance of College Education  
It is a commonly accepted belief that education is a fundamental human right. The United 
Nations upholds this belief and further explains that economically and socially marginalized 
people can use education as a means of escaping poverty, further enabling them to fully 
participate a citizens (United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization, 2017). 
Although the importance of education cannot be denied, the debate over the influence of 
educational attainment (determined by the highest level of schooling completed) on the well-
being of the participant and society has long been debated. In the southern region of the United 
States, compulsory attendance is required for students between the ages of 7-18 (National Center 
for Education Statistics, 2015).  After compulsory attendance is no longer required by law, 
students have the option to withdraw from or continue to pursue their education. In recent years, 
more students have chosen to pursue education beyond high school graduation by attending trade 
school, community college, or four-year universities (National Center for Education Statistics, 
2007). As the number of students pursuing post-secondary education has increased, so has the 
cost—and not just the cost for attending. The choice to pursue postsecondary education carries 
with it implications for the student, institution, and society.  
 An undergraduate degree is a predictor of success. More careers require college degrees, 
and it is predicted that by 2020, 65% of all jobs in the United States economy will require 
postsecondary education and training beyond high school: 30% requiring some college or an 
associate’s degree, and 35% requiring at least a bachelor’s degree (Carnevale, Smith & Strohl, 
2010). Moreover, it is predicted that the United States will fall short by 5 million workers with 
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postsecondary education by 2020 (Carnevale, Smith & Strohl, 2010). In addition to job security, 
college graduates make more money. According to College Board, a graduate with at least a 
bachelor’s degree will earn about 66% more than a typical high school graduate over the same 
period of time (Baum, Ma, and Payea, 2013). Non-financial benefits to earning a college degree 
include a 47% greater likelihood of having health insurance through employment, 72% greater 
likelihood of having a retirement plan through employment, a greater degree of job safety, as the 
incidence of receiving workers’ compensation is 2.4 times lower (Trostel, 2014).   
 The benefits of higher education go beyond the lifetime financial earnings of the 
graduate. Higher salaries mean higher taxes at the federal, state, and local level. Further, less is 
spent on income support programs for college graduates. In 2011, 12% of high school graduates 
ages 25 and older lived in households that relied on SNAP (Supplemental Nutritional Assistance 
program) benefits, compared to just 2% of those with at least a bachelor’s degree (Baum, Ma, 
and Payea, 2013). College graduates are also more likely to engage in volunteer work, are less 
likely to commit a crime and 30% less likely to be unemployed (Baum, Ma, and Payea, 2013). 
 Though there are many benefits to earning a college degree, a college degree is not a 
synonym for success. Three of the most successful college attendees of the current generation 
were college dropouts, including Steve Jobs, Bill Gates, and Mark Zuckerberg (Bennett and 
Wilezol, 2013, p. 118). Many believe that college is not worth the costly investment. Recently, 
the total student-loan debt in the United States has surpassed $1 trillion, increasing at a rate of 
$2,853.88 per second. President Obama told a group of students in 2012: “We [Michelle and I] 
only finished paying off our student loans eight years ago” (Department of Education, 2015). 
President Obama’s Secretary of Education, Arne Duncan, countered this statement by positing 
that “When debt is manageable, this is not a bad debt to have” (United States Department of 
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Education, 2015). The cost of attending a public university has more than doubled in fifteen 
years. The University of Alabama increased 205.2% since 2000, whereas Auburn University has 
increased 199.4% since 2000. Rising costs to attend college only fuel the student loan debt fire—
the more college costs, the more students must borrow. The US Department of Education reports 
the following: “Students who take out college loans but don’t graduate are three times more 
likely to default than borrowers who complete” (United States Department of Education, 2015).  
Currently, over 40% of first-time undergraduate students do not graduate within six years, and 
54% of those that actually did graduate reported being unemployed or underemployed (Bennett 
and Wilezol, 2013). Finally, from a job security perspective, fourteen million jobs will be 
available that will require more than a high school diploma but less than an undergraduate degree 
(Carnevale, Smith, & Strohl, 2010).   
 Economists Mary C. Daly and Leila Bengali also attempted to find the answer to the 
question, “Is it still worth going to college?” Through their study, they concluded that earning a 
degree continues to be a worthwhile investment and that the benefits far outweigh the price of a 
degree. They also concluded that the difference between earnings is that, by retirement age, the 
average college graduate earns over $800,000 more than the high school graduate (Daly & 
Bengali, 2014).  
Need for Student Numbers  
If students are to be provided with the opportunity and resources to receive a college 
degree, institutions must have adequate numbers of students enrolled. If institutions do not have 
an adequate number of students enrolled, both the daily operating functions and the academic 
experience of students is severely impacted. A decline in enrollment leads to a decline of course 
offerings, directly impacting rates of completion. Student enrollment is tied directly to funding—
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and since the Great Recession that began in 2008, funding for colleges and universities has been 
cut across the country, but most of these institutions have reversed course with their improving 
economies. In Louisiana, however, funding has been cut more than any other state in the country, 
with state aid to universities being slashed by 55%. Louisiana was only one of six states to see a 
decrease in university enrollment between 2009 and 2014 (Russell, 2016). This decrease in 
enrollments leads to a decrease in tuition-based revenues. 
It is estimated that taxpayers spend more than $9 billion educating first-year students who 
will not return the following year (Schneider, 2010).  The state of Louisiana spent approximately 
$217,400,000 on first-year only students and an additional $49,900,000 of federal grants for 
these students (Schneider, 2010). Due to the staggering financial implications of first-year only 
students, careful attention must be paid to student attrition from the first to second year. Attrition 
is defined as “departure from all forms of higher education prior to completion of a degree or 
other credential” (Desrochers and Hurlburt, 2013). The Beginning Postsecondary Students 
Longitudinal Study looked at the costs related to undergraduate attrition and was intended to be a 
nationally representative sample of postsecondary students. The study found that 19.5% of all 
costs (an average of $18,125 per student) were attributed to non-degree, non-enrolled students 
from the observed sample (Hill, Smith, Wilson, and Wine, 2016). The study found that attrition 
had differential impacts depending on the institutional type, as attrition accounted for 33% of 
expenditures at two-year public institutions, 13% at public four-year institutions, and nine 
percent at private four-year institutions (Hill, Smith, Wilson, & Wine, 2016). Due to these 
taxpayer subsidies, public institutions face accountability measures tied to funding (e.g., national 
funds for student financial aid, state general fund appropriations, etc.) (Gumport, 2000). These 
measures are indicated by average ACT/SAT scores of freshman classes, first-year retention 
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rates, time and credits to degree, six-year graduation rates. The financial incentives associated 
with these indicators are essential to organizational survival (The National Center for Public 
Policy and Higher Education, 2009). Financial incentives are more imperative than ever, 
especially when states face severe budget cuts. In a national survey conducted in the spring of 
2016, Louisiana has cut more funding than any other state since the recession has taken effect, 
with state aid to universities cut by 55% (Mitchell, Leachman, and Masterson, 2016).  Prior to 
the state’s budget crisis, then Governor Bobby Jindal signed into law the Louisiana Granting 
Resources and Autonomy for Diplomas (GRAD) Act in 2010. Through this legislation, 
participating universities committed to meeting specific performance objectives in exchange for 
tuition authority among other benefits. The GRAD Act provided incentives for universities and 
colleges to increase graduation and retention rates and completers (Board of Regents, 2012 p. 
10). 
The Board of Regents 2011 Master Plan explained that over the past decade, the 
percentage of freshmen at four-year colleges and universities returning for their sophomore year 
has increased substantially, making Louisiana one of the fastest improving states on this measure 
(Board of Regents, 2012). While this measure is impressive and important, it is not synonymous 
with persisting until completion. First-to-second year retention does not guarantee that a student 
will graduate.  
It is important to note the difference between the terms graduation rate and attainment 
rate. Although often used interchangeably, they carry different connotations. Graduation rate 
refers to the measure of the students who enter college at the same time and graduate within a 
certain number of years, whereas the educational attainment rate refers to the share of the US 
population that has earned a postsecondary degree. Graduation rates affect educational 
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attainment rates, but are two different metrics. The American Council on Education’s study, 
“College Graduation Rates: Behind the Numbers” posits, “It is clear in nearly every conversation 
about higher education accountability that graduation rates are increasingly viewed as a critical, 
if not the critical measure of both student and institutional success” (Cook & Pullaro, 2010).  
Losing Students is Bad Business for the Economy, Institution, and the Student  
Economy. Presently, there are not enough Americans completing college. A study titled, 
“Help Wanted: Projections of Jobs and Education Requirements Through 2018,” conducted by 
the Georgetown University Center on Education and the Workforce found that, by 2018, the 
United States will need 22 million new college degrees but will be deficient by at least 3 million 
postsecondary degrees (Carnevale, Smith, & Strohl, 2010).  In previous generations, completion 
of a high school degree promised a stable, well-paying job. However, as the study points out, 
higher education has become “the price of admission” for American workers. The study shows 
that between 1973 and 2008, the share of jobs in the US economy which required postsecondary 
education increased from 28% to 59%.  Ultimately, the study explained that higher education is 
critical to success in the coming economy.  
From a workforce perspective, it is estimated that of the 30 fastest-growing jobs, 70% 
will require an education beyond high school (Carnevale, Smith, & Strohl, 2010). Swail 
summarizes: “For every student that drops out of college, society-at-large, loses an opportunity 
to excel or contribute at the higher echelon of business and trade. Global markets demand higher 
skills and education, and students that drop out of college leave a gap” (Swail, 2014).  
 The Louisiana Board of Regents 2011 Master Plan for Postsecondary Education in 
Louisiana: 2011 explains, “The effects of higher education levels stretch beyond personal 
fulfillment; the economic stability of the State and the nation is tied to citizens who are employed 
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in productive, meaningful work” (Board of Regents, 2012 p.6). Despite improvements since the 
Master Plan was originally implemented in 2001, Louisiana still trails the nation in the 
percentage of adults who have achieved a postsecondary academic credential. Currently, 
approximately 56% of all adults living in Louisiana have not attended college and 19% have 
attended college but did not persist until graduation, therefore not earning a degree. In 2009, 
Louisiana ranked 47th among the states in the percentage of adults in the workforce and 42nd in 
median household income ($42,167). Further, a national study on workforce development found 
that “unless there are systematic changes, in 2018 Louisiana will rank sixth in the nation of jobs 
for high school dropouts, rank 5th in the nation in the percentages of jobs for high school 
graduates; rank 50th in the nation for jobs requiring an associate degree, rank 45th in the nation in 
the percentage of jobs for college graduates; and rank next to last in the percent of jobs requiring 
postsecondary education” (Board of Regents, 2012 p. 7). Further, just over 50% of the state’s 
population with less than a high school diploma participates in the workforce (Board of Regents, 
2012 p. 26) and therefore contribute to the economy. Louisiana also falls behind the average of 
the Southern Regional Education Board (SREB). In order for the state of Louisiana to reach the 
SREB average by 2025 (the goal set forth in the Master Plan) Louisiana must produce an 
additional 2,603 undergraduate credentials from 2016-2025.  In order for the state to position 
itself as a competitor in the regional, national, and global economies, Louisiana must have a 
higher number of educated citizens.  
 Institution. Students persisting to graduation or certificate completion is a key gauge of 
student success, and therefore institutional success (Noel-Levitz, 2008).  State and federal 
funding is directly tied to retention and graduation statistics, and is a factor that is displayed in 
US News and World Report’s Best Colleges in America list (Noel-Levitz, 2008).  In their report, 
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“No Time to Waste,” the SREB explains, “Data clearly show persistently low degree-completion 
rates in most US public colleges and universities; One in four of the first-time college freshmen 
at public four-year institutions does not return as a sophomore, and four-year graduation rates at 
most public bachelor’s-and master’s-level institutions rarely exceed 35%” (Southern Region 
Education Board, 2010 p.1). The most alarming fact from the report explains, “barely half of 
first-time, full-time freshman graduate with bachelor’s degrees within six years from the same 
institution where they began” (Southern Region Education Board, 2010 p. 2).  This figure 
repeatedly appears throughout the literature of studies relating to retention, persistence to 
graduation, and graduation rates.   
 Student. Beyond benefits to the nation and state, students as individual citizens benefit 
from postsecondary education. Postsecondary education has become the gatekeeper between the 
middle class and upper class.  According to The Georgetown University Center on Education 
and the Workforce, in 1970, 44% of the upper class had postsecondary education and training, 
and by 2007, 81% of upper class workers had postsecondary education and training (Carnevale, 
Smith, & Strohl, 2014). The Council for a Better Louisiana summarized the need for greater 
success in postsecondary education: “Educational attainment levels drive nearly every social 
indicator Louisiana struggles with, from poverty, to crime, to health care, and self-sufficiency. 
And the higher the educational attainment levels, the better the outcomes” (Board of Regents, 
2012 p. 13).  
 The White House warns, “The most expensive education is one that doesn’t lead to a 
degree,” and compares the burden of student loan debt of graduates versus non-graduates, 
explaining that students who take out college loans but do not graduate are three times more 
likely to default than borrowers who complete further, a students’ ability to repay their loans 
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depends more strongly on whether they graduate than on how much total debt they take (United 
States Department of Education, 2016). The SREB agrees: “When students do not complete the 
degree and certificate programs they begin, they surrender higher personal incomes, substantial 
tax revenues for state and local governments, and better job opportunities” (Southern Regional 
Education Board, 2010, p.2).  
What Factors Influence Enrollment? Recruitment and Retention. 
Recruitment. On the surface, recruitment seems synonymous with college fairs and 
acceptance letters. However, recruitment at institutions is a highly involved and costly process 
that begins with the potential student. First, the institution must connect with the student in some 
way, either by the student reaching out to university or by the university reaching out to the 
student. A student may take the initiative to schedule a college visit, chat with a recruiter at an 
event, or connect with the institution in another manner. This may primarily be related to a 
university’s reputation or due to name recognition. On the other hand, an institution may decide 
to reach out to the potential student based on recommendations from the College Board or from 
marketing activities. Once the student is “in the system,” the institution must convince the 
potential student to apply, and once the student has applied, the institution can decide to accept 
or not accept the potential student. The recruitment process does not end here however. Once a 
student is admitted, the institution must convince the student to enroll, and once the student 
enrolls, an entirely different recruitment process begins. At some institutions, enrolled students 
must select which college or program of study they are interested before scheduling classes. 
Although each campus is different, individual colleges and programs of study are now usually 
charged with “recruiting the recruited” and convincing the newly enrolled student to join. The 
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median cost to recruit a new undergraduate student in 2015 was $578, according to a study 
conducted by Ruffalo Noel Levitz (Ruffalo Noel Levitz, 2016).   
 Retention. Although similar, many definitions of retention exist. The Integrated 
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) defines retention as follows:  
A measure of the rate at which students persist in their educational program at an 
institution, expressed as a percentage. For four-year institutions, this is the percentage of 
first-time bachelors (or equivalent) degree-seeking undergraduates from the previous fall 
who are again enrolled in the current fall. For all other institutions this is the percentage 
of first-time degree/certificate-seeking students from the previous fall who either re-
enrolled or successfully completed their program by the current fall (Integrated 
Postsecondary Education Data System, n.d.).  
Noel-Levitz defines retention as, “the outcome of how many students remained enrolled 
from Fall to Fall. This number is typically derived from first-time, full time traditional day 
students, but can be applied to any cohort. Theorists also have their own definitions of retention, 
amplifying certain elements based on their perspectives (Noel-Levitz, 2008). For example, Tinto 
(1993) defined retention as the “successful completion of students’ academic goals of degree 
attainment” and Bean (1980) viewed retention as the successful assimilation into the college 
community, marked by the feeling that one fits in both academically and socially, Astin (1984) 
also integrated social behaviors into his definition when he referred to retention as “the degree of 
direct involvement of students in the academic and social life of their institutions,” and Berger 
and Lyons (2012) defined retention as “the ability of a particular college or university to 
successfully graduate the students that enroll at that institution.” Although there are many 
different interpretations of what retention is, one fact is prevalent through all sources of 
literature: retaining a student is cheaper than recruiting a new crop of students on an annual 
basis. McGinity (1989) demonstrated that it is far more cost efficient for institutions to retain 
students they currently have than recruit new ones to replace the ones they lost.  
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 In order to obtain a college degree, a student must persist until graduation. Hagedorn 
(2005) attempted to differentiate the terms retention and persistence, positing that retention is an 
institutional-level measure of success, whereas persistence is a student-level measure of success. 
Seidman (2012) explains, 
Students (or their parents) must consciously act to maintain their status in education, as it 
gets more costly to do so. Because of these costs, those who choose voluntary school or 
college enrollment must see school enrollment benefits outweighing these costs to persist 
in the educational system. This student-initiated decision is persistence (Seidman, 2012). 
According to Hagedorn, retention is “an intuitional measure and persistence is a student 
measure,” (Seidman, 2012, p. 6).  
Models of Retention  
The study of retention and attrition is not a new topic in higher education. The earliest 
studies can be traced back to 1929, as researchers conducted a follow-up study of freshmen 
entering The Ohio State University in 1923 to determine the amount of persistence and 
elimination (drop out). 
The researchers identified trends amongst program of study, gender, intelligence, the 
University’s facilities, and admission requirements as factors that influenced degree attainment. 
At the time of the study, the graduation rate of undergraduate students in the United States was 
approximately 50%. This figure remains the same today, meaning that, on average, only half of 
high school graduates who enter college earn a degree (Swail, 2004). Following that study, in 
1938, John McNeely worked with the US Department of Interior and the Office of Education to 
collect data from 60 institutions to look for trends within data to identify reasons for departure 
(Berger & Lyons, 2005). With the adoption of the G.I. Bill following World War II, more than 
two million veterans enrolled in institutions of higher education. With the large influx of 
students, institutions were launched into a new era of higher education, forcing administrators to 
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look more closely at student enrollment and retention-related data (Thelin, 2004). The Higher 
Education Act of 1965 also acted as a catalyst for higher education, as it established federal 
financial aid and academic support programs, and by the end of the 1960s, retention became a 
prevalent concern. Therefore, institutions began to invest in research and development regarding 
student retention (United States Department of Education, 2008).  
In the 1970s, three major theories of retention emerged from this investment. Two of 
theorists related dropout to Durkeim’s Theory of Suicide (1961), WG Spady and Vincent Tinto, 
through the belief that “the likelihood of suicide increases when two types of integration are 
lacking—insufficient moral integration and insufficient collective affiliation” and drawing a 
parallel to insufficient interactions with others in the social system of college (Tinto 1975 p. 91). 
Spady developed a sociological model and proposed five variables that contributed to student 
dropout: academic potential, normative congruence, academic performance, intellectual 
development, and friendship support. Of these factors that contributed to student dropout, Spady 
found that academic performance had the biggest influence (Spady, 1971). Tinto drew upon 
Spady’s work and expanded his model to ultimately conclude that an individual’s career goals, 
commitment to the goal of college completion as well as the individual’s commitment to the 
institution (Tinto, 1975). The third theorist, Alexander Astin, examined the relationship of grants 
and loans to student persistence and the impact of working on dropping out. He also examined 
how students develop during the college experience through his model of student involvement. 
Astin identified three elements that stimulated ongoing involvement in higher education: (1) 
student demographics and prior experiences; (2) environment a student encounters; (3) student 
knowledge, attitude, and belief systems (Astin, 1984).  The models developed by Spady, Tinto, 
and Astin began to shape the field of retention as the number of high school graduates declined 
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sharply during the mid-1970s. That decline, paired with the new body of research by these 
theorists, lead to the development and emergence of enrollment management as a practice on 
campuses across the country. 
In his 1984 book, enrollment management pioneer Don Hossler posited that enrollment 
management incorporated the following principles: (1) student marketing and recruiting; (2) 
pricing and financial aid; (3) academic and career counseling; (4) academic assistance programs; 
(5) institutional research; (6) orientation; (7) retention programs; and (8) student services 
(Hossler, 1984). The body of research on recruitment and retention continued to grow with John 
Bean’s development of the Model of Student Departure, containing behavioral and attitudinal 
measures that he associated with satisfaction with the institution (Bean, 1983). He also examined 
the importance of background characteristics, such as socioeconomic status, geographic distance 
from home, and prior academic performance.  
The focus of the majority of the retention-related literature from the 1990s was centered 
on the differentiation in retention and persistence rates amongst underrepresented groups. 
Compared to Caucasian students, students who identify as African-American are 20% less likely 
to complete college within a six-year period (Fenske, Porter, and DuBrock, 2000), and 
comparatively, for every two Caucasian students that dropout, three African-American students 
withdraw (Fenske, Porter, & DuBrock, 2000). Tinto continued to revise his student integration 
model, and believed differences in persistence rates were due to their differences in academic 
preparedness rather than differences in their socioeconomic background. This model contains 
three dimensions: (1) pre-college characteristics; (2) goals and commitments; and (3) 
institutional experiences. Within each dimension are a series of attributes, such as “family 
background” for the attribute pre-college characteristics, and “faculty/staff interactions” for the 
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institutional experiences attribute. Within the family background attribute of the pre-college 
characteristics dimension, Tinto defined the measurements of social status, parental education, 
and size of community. The measurement “receiving passing grades in courses” is in line with 
the attribute “college academic performance,” and characterized under the institutional 
experiences dimension. In addition to identifying student attributes, Tinto (1993) revised his 
theory of student integration model to include two constructs for the student to become 
acclimated to the institution: academic integration and social integration. Throughout the second 
half of the decade, attention shifted to student transition periods and providing quality support 
services (Demetriou & Schmitz-Sciborski, 2011). Collaboration across departments and 
programs of study came into focus. Swail (1995) proposed a five-component framework for 
student retention. Components included: (1) financial aid; (2) recruitment and admissions; (3) 
academic services; (4) curriculum and instruction; and (5) student services. In his research, Swail 
discussed the importance of leadership on retention, explaining that “senior leadership on 
campus is often the key ingredient needed to implement successful retention efforts” (Swail, 
1995, p. 37).  At the conclusion of the 1990s, academic advising became a popular topic of 
discussion amongst retention experts, with Anderson (1985), Noel-Levitz (1985) and Tinto 
(1997) highlighting the level of importance students place on academic advising services.  
The theme of academic advising and cross-departmental collaboration continued into the 
2000s. Common trends identified many years ago are still true at present. Habley (2004) found 
that student-institution interactions (with faculty, advisors, peers, and administrators) directly 
influence undergraduate retention. In the same year, Tinto (2004) suggested that all institutions 
of higher education must offer readily available academic, personal, and social support services, 
(Tinto, 2004). This remains in line with his theory that interactions influence a student’s sense of 
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connection to the institution. Most recently, in 2015, Noel Levitz conducted a web-based poll of 
campus officials. The researchers polled campus officials at private, four-year public, and two-
year public institutions across the United States. Officials were asked to rank the effectiveness 
and usage of 48 common retention practices using a “very effective” to “practice not used” 
Likert scale. After analyzing the data, the researchers noted that academic support programs and 
“giving students practical work experience in their field” emerged as the most effective. 
Additionally, one-on-one advising by staff and first-year student programs were ranked as most 
effective. The five least-effective strategies and tactics at four-year public institutions included 
programs designed specifically for transfer students, remaining in contact with students who are 
leaving, and online social networking to engage students in online communities. In terms of 
internal operations, the study concluded that identified courses with high withdrawal and/or 
failure rates and tracking credit hours attempted versus credit hours earned were amongst the top 
rated internal operations at four-year public institutions. Finally, 52.7% respondents from four-
year public institutions indicated that performance-based funding has influenced them to pay 
more attention to retention and college completion (Noel-Levitz, 2015).  
Factors that Influence Persistence  
Bridging the gap from theoretical model to best practices, Ruffalo Noel Levitz completes 
studies every two years to observe best practices in undergraduate student retention and college 
completion. Their May 2015 study found the following ten survey items were most frequently 
rated “very or somewhat effective” at four-year public institutions. These rankings are listed by 
effectiveness, and the practices in italics indicates practices that were not currently being used by 
more than one-quarter of the surveyed institutions. 
1. Programs designed specifically for first-year students (e.g. orientation for first-year 
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students, a first-year experience program);  
2. Advising by professional staff, one-on-one; 
3. Academic support (e.g. learning center, math lab, tutoring); 
4. Honors programs for academically advanced students;  
5. Giving students practical work experiences in their intended major (e.g. internships, 
volunteer work, experiential learning, service learning); 
6. Mandatory advising by professional staff, one-on-one; 
7. Required on-campus housing for first-year students and supplemental instruction 
(tie); 
8. Mandatory academic support (e.g. required math course);  
9. Programs designed specifically for veterans; 
10. Training residence hall staff to recognize at-risk students;  
11. Providing each student with an academic plan/roadmap of courses and living 
learning communities (tie).  
Referring to Swail’s Geometric Model of Student Persistence and Achievement, all of 
these strategies and tactics can be categorized as a part of the institutional factors, with the 
exception of required on-campus housing for first-year students and living learning communities, 
as these strategies are more socially driven than institutionally driven. Tinto (2007) explains the 
social benefits to building peer support groups when he explains, “Participation in a first-year 
learning community enabled students to develop a network of supportive peers that helped 
students make the transition to college and integrate them into a community of peers” (Tinto, 
2007, p. 5). Living learning communities, commonly referred to as residential colleges, provide 
an avenue for the intersection of institutional factors, cognitive factors, and social factors. 
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Aligned with Swail’s model, (Figure 1), residential colleges provide the ultimate student 
experience. 
Residential College Influence on Persistence  
 Residential colleges were introduced at a research intensive university in the south in 
2000. Students choosing to live in residential colleges have the opportunity to select an 
interdisciplinary residential college, comprised of residents of a variety of majors and programs 
of study, or discipline-based residential colleges, where students share the same major or 
academic college. During the 2015-2016 academic year, the university was home to two 
interdisciplinary residential colleges (represented below as HRC and ITRC) and seven 
discipline-based residential colleges: Business (BRC), Engineering (ERC), Agriculture (ARC), 
Science (SRC), Mass Communication (MCRC), Global Connections (GCRC), and Human 
Sciences & Education (HSERC).  
Noel-Levitz (2008) identifies residential living as a target area for retention planning, 
explaining, “The quality of on-campus residential living is an important element in social 
integration. Through living/learning communities, students become active participants in their 
academic and social community.” Noel-Levitz (2008) also identifies learning communities as a 
target area for retention planning describing, 
approaches that link or cluster classes during a given term, often around an 
interdisciplinary theme, represent an intentional structuring of students’ time, credit, and 
learning experiences to foster more explicit intellectual connections leading to an 
integration of classroom and non-classroom experiences, Noel-Levitz (2008). 
Seidman (2012) wrote about the relationship between learning communities and student 
success in his book College Student Retention: The Formula for Success. He pointed out that 
students in learning communities develop supportive peer groups, tend to spend more time 
together, and become more involved in a range of learning activities, learn more, and persist 
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more frequently than do students in traditional learning settings (Tinto 1997, 2000; Zhao & Kuh, 
2004).   
There is very little data to show retention rates beyond the first-to-second year metric. 
Persistence to the second year of college is not synonymous with attaining a degree or other 
program completion credential. Measuring Up (2008) explains, “Over the past decade, the 
percentage of freshmen at four-year colleges and universities returning for their sophomore year 
has increased substantially, making Louisiana one of the fastest improving states on this 
measure” (Kortez, 2008). However, completion rates are weak. The Master Plan for 
Postsecondary Education in Louisiana explains, “to raise graduation rates, four-year institutions 
must strengthen persistence from the first year to the third year in addition to the standard first-
to-second year measure” (Board of Regents, 2012, p. 6). Therefore, it is important to examine 
retention rates beyond the first-to-second year metric.  
Summary 
A college degree is the “price of admission” to financial success and well-being in 
today’s economy.  Not only does the degree holder benefit from earning a degree, but the 
institution and economy benefit as well. For students, an undergraduate degree can serve as a 
forecast for success. A graduate with at least a bachelor’s degree will earn about 66% more than 
a typical high school graduate over the same period of time (Baum, Ma, & Payea, 2013). For the 
institution, persisting to graduation or certificate completion is a measurement of student 
achievement, and therefore institutional success (Noel-Levitz, 2008 p.1). The institution also 
loses money with each premature student departure. A recent study found that 19.5% of all 
institutional costs related to undergraduate attrition (an average of $18,125 per student) were 
attributed to non-degree, non-enrolled students (Hill, Smith, Wilson, & Wine, 2016). Taxpayers 
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and the economy also are effected by premature student departure, as it is estimated that 
taxpayers spend more than $9 billion educating first-year students who will not return the 
following year (Schneider, 2010).   
Many factors influence a student’s decision to persist until degree completion. Theorists 
such as Tinto (1997), Seidman (2012), Noel-Levitz (2008) and Zhao & Kuh (2004) propose that 
there is a positive correlation between social integration (such as living-learning communities or 
residential colleges) and persistence until graduation. Studies also suggest that students who 
enroll for their third year of study tend to remain enrolled until graduation. 
However, most studies are focused on first-to-second year retention rather than second-
to-third year retention. Therefore, this study will determine the influence of type of housing on 





CHAPTER 3: METHOD 
Purpose of the Study 
The primary purpose of this study was to determine the influence of participation in a 
content-based residential college and selected academic and personal demographic 
characteristics on the second-to-third year retention of traditional-age, first-time freshman 
students at a research university-very high research (RU/VH) in the Southern region of the 
United States. The dependent variable of the study was whether or not the traditional-age, first-
time freshman students enrolled at the study institution in their fifth semester, or second to third 
year, of study. 
Objectives 
The following specific objectives were formulated to guide this research:  
1. The first objective of this study was to describe incoming undergraduate students residing 
in content-based residential colleges who were admitted and enrolled for the Fall 2014 semester 
as defined by their payment of fees and inclusion in the 14th class day count at a research 
university-very high research (RU/VH) in the southern region of the United States on the 
following selected characteristics:  
a. Gender; 
b. Race; 
c. High school grade point average (GPA); 
d. College entrance examination (ACT/SAT) composite scores; 
e. Credit hours the student earned each semester of their first four semesters (Fall 
2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
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f. Overall grade point average (GPA) at the end of their first year (2014-2015); and 
at the end of their second year (2015-2016); 
g. Whether or not the student was a resident of the state; 
h. The semester GPA achieved in each of the student’s first four semesters of 
college enrollment (Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
i. Whether or not the student was retained in the university in each of their second 
through fifth semesters of study;  
j. Whether or not the student changed their curricula in their second through fifth 
semester of study; and 
k. The number of times the student changed curricula in their second through fifth 
semester of study.  
2. The second objective of this study was to describe incoming undergraduate students who 
did not live in residential colleges and were admitted and enrolled for the Fall 2014 semester as 
defined by their payment of fees and inclusion in the 14th class day count at a research 
university-very high research (RU/VH) in the southern region of the United States on the 
following selected characteristics: 
a. Gender; 
b. Race; 
c. High school grade point average (GPA); 
d. College entrance examination (ACT/SAT) composite scores; 
e. Credit hours the student earned each semester of their first four semesters (Fall 
2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
f. Overall grade point average (GPA) at the end of their first year (2014-2015);  
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g. Overall college grade point average (GPA) at the end of their second year (2015 
2016); 
h. Whether or not the student was a resident of the state; 
i. The semester GPA achieved in each of the student’s first four semesters of 
college enrollment (Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
j. Whether or not the student was retained in the university in each of their second 
through fifth semesters of study;  
k. Whether or not the student changed their curricula in their second through fifth 
semester of study; and 
l. The number of times the student changed curricula in their second through fifth 
semester of study.  
3. The third objective of this study was to compare incoming college freshmen who lived in 
a content-based residential college with those who did not live in a content-based residential 
college, on the following selected measures: 
a. Gender; 
b. Race; 
c. High school grade point average (GPA); 
d. College entrance examination (ACT/SAT) composite scores; 
e. Credit hours the student earned each semester of their first four semesters (Fall 
2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
f. Overall grade point average (GPA) at the end of their first year (2014-2015);  
g. Overall college grade point average (GPA) at the end of their second year (2015 
2016); 
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h. Whether or not the student was a resident of the state; 
i. The semester GPA achieved in each of the student’s first four semesters of 
college enrollment (Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
j. Whether or not the student was retained in the university in each of their second 
through fifth semesters of study;  
k. Whether or not the student changed their curricula in each of their second through 
fifth semester of study; and 
l. The number of times the student changed curricula in their second through fifth 
semester of study.  
4. The fourth objective of the study was to determine if a relationship existed between the 
following selected variables and second-to-third year (fifth semester) student retention:  
a. Gender; 
b. Race; 
c. High school grade point average (GPA); 
d. College entrance examination (ACT/SAT) composite scores; 
e. Credit hours the student earned each semester of their first four semesters (Fall 
2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
f. Overall grade point average (GPA) at the end of their first year (2014-2015);  
g. Overall college grade point average (GPA) at the end of their second year (2015 
2016); 
h. Whether or not the student was a resident of the state; 
i. The semester GPA achieved in each of the student’s first four semesters of 
college enrollment (Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
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j. Whether or not the student was retained in the university in each of their second 
through fifth semesters of study;  
k. Whether or not the student changed their curricula in each of their second through 
fifth semester of study;  
l. The number of times the student changed curricula in their second through fifth 
semester of study; and  
m. Type of freshman housing (content-based residential college or not in a content 
based residential college).   
5. The fifth objective of this study was to determine if a model existed that significantly 
increased the researcher’s ability to correctly classify students on their retention from the second 
to third year, or fifth semester, of study among undergraduate students at a research university-
very high research (RU/VH) in the Southern region of the United States from the following 
measures:   
a. Type of freshman housing (content-based residential college or elsewhere); 
b. Gender;  
c. Race; 
d. High school grade point average (GPA); 
e. College entrance examination (ACT/SAT) composite scores; 
f. Credit hours the student earned during their first semester of enrollment (Fall 
2014);  
g. The semester GPA achieved in the first semester of college enrollment (Fall 
2014); and 
h. Whether or not the student was a resident of the state.  
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Population and Sample 
The target population for this study was defined as traditional-age, first-time college 
freshmen who enrolled in a research university-very high research activity (RU/VH) in the 
South. The accessible population was defined as traditional age, first-time college freshmen who 
enrolled in one selected research university-very high research activity (RU/VH) in the 2014-
2015 academic year. The sampling plan for this study consisted of the following steps:  
a. The accessible population was defined as all traditional-age, first time undergraduate 
students who were first-time college freshmen and enrolled in one selected research university-
very high research activity (RU/VH) in the South during the 2014-2015 academic year and were 
identified following the 14th class-day statistics from the database of the study institution’s 
Office of the University Registrar. 
b. This accessible population was divided into two groups: those that lived in a content- 
based residential college and those that did not live in a content-based residential college.  This 
data was obtained from the Residential Colleges Annual Report, presented by the Residential 
Colleges Program at a research-extensive university in the South, as well as the University’s 
Office of the Registrar.  
c. The sample was defined as 100% of the accessible population. This data was 
obtained from the Office of the University Registrar. 
Instrumentation 
Upon approval to proceed from the IRB and dissertation committee, the researcher 
designed a computerized recording form (Appendix B) to be utilized to collect and store data 
from the Office of Undergraduate Admissions and Student Aid. The specific variables measured 
were determined from the review of literature, from the Residential Colleges Annual Report, and 
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from the University’s Office of the University Registrar. The information was downloaded into a 
file that serves as the research instrument. The variables that were downloaded included:  
a. Type of freshman housing (content-based residential college or not in a content 
based residential college);   
b. Gender; 
c. Race; 
d. High school grade point average (GPA); 
e. College entrance examination (ACT/SAT) composite scores; 
f. Credit hours the student earned each of their first four semesters;  
g. Whether or not the student was a resident of the state; 
h. The overall GPA achieved at the end of the first year of college enrollment; 
i. The overall GPA achieved at the end of the second year of college enrollment; 
j. The semester GPA achieved in the each of the first four semesters of college 
enrollment; and 
k. Whether or not the student is retained in in the fifth semester of college.  
Data Collection 
First, the researcher applied for Exemption from Institutional Oversight as the accessible 
population and sample did not involve a vulnerable population and because the participants 
would not be identified. Once approval was obtained from the IRB and dissertation advisory 
committee (Appendix A) the researcher designed a computerized recording form (Appendix B) 
to be utilized to collect and organize data. Then, the researcher contacted the Office of the 
University Registrar and provided a copy of the Exemption for Institutional Oversight (Appendix 
A) for computer assistance to collect data regarding the demographic and academic variables 
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selected from the review of literature. The researcher worked with the Office of the University 
Registrar to obtain data related to the study. The data was extracted by the Office of the 
University Registrar, and once the data was shared with the researcher, the researcher concluded 
the data collection phase by transferring the collected data to the researcher-designed 
computerized recording form (Appendix B). In accordance with the Exemption from Institutional 
Oversight, individual identification information was deleted prior to conducting any analyses.   
Data Analysis  
The data analysis was organized by individual research objectives. Objectives one, two, 
and three were descriptive in nature and therefore were analyzed using descriptive statistics.  The 
goal for objectives one, two, and three was to describe incoming undergraduate students residing 
based on whether or not they lived in a content-based residential college during their first year of 
study (2014-2015). Frequencies and percentages were used for categorical (nominal and ordinal) 
variables. The specified variables were:  
a. Gender;    
b. Race;   
c. Whether or not the student was a resident of the state; 
d. Whether or not the student is retained in college in the fifth semester of college.  
Means and standard deviations were used to analyze variables measured on interval or 
higher scales. The specific variables in this category were:  
a. High school grade point average (GPA); 
b. College entrance examination (ACT/SAT) composite scores; 
c. Credit hours the student earned each semester;  
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d. Overall grade point average (GPA) at the end of their first year (2014 
2015);  
e. Overall grade point average (GPA) at the end of their second year (2015 
2016); and 
f. The semester GPA achieved in the fifth semester of enrollment (Fall 
2016).  
Objective four was to compare incoming college freshmen who lived off campus, was 
descriptive in nature, and therefore analyzed using descriptive statistics. The following variables 
were continuous in nature and using one-way ANOVA was the most appropriate statistical 
technique to estimate the relationship between the variables:  
a. The semester GPA achieved in each of the first four semesters of 
enrollment (Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, Spring 2016); and  
b. Whether or not the student changed major, and if so, the number of times 
changed.   
For the variables that were measured on a categorical scale of measurement (nominal or 
ordinal), the chi-square test of independence was used to determine if each measures were 
independent of the variable, whether or not the students were retained at the research institution 
for the study. The specific variables in this category were:  
a. Whether or not the student lived in a content-based residential college;   
b. Whether or not the student is retained in college each of the first four 
semesters in college (Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, Spring 2016);  
c. Whether or not the student changed curricula, and if so, the number of times 
changed; and 
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d. Whether or not the student was a resident of the state. 
The fifth objective of this study was to determine if a model existed that significantly 
increased the researcher’s ability to correctly classify students on their retention from second to 
third year among undergraduate students at a research extensive university in the Southern 
region of the United States from the following measures:   
a. Type of freshman housing (content-based residential college or 
elsewhere); 
b. Gender;  
c. Race; 
d. High school grade point average (GPA); 
e. College entrance examination (ACT/SAT) composite scores; 
f. Credit hours the student earned during their first semester of 
enrollment (Fall 2014);  
g. The semester GPA achieved in the first semester of college enrollment 
(Fall 2014); and 
h. Whether or not the student was a resident of the state.  
To accomplish this objective, the multiple discriminant analysis statistical technique was 
used. The multiple discriminant analysis procedure requires that all independent variables 
entered into the model must be on a continuous scale of measurement (interval or ratio) or must 
be coded as a dichotomous variable and requires the dependent variable to be measured on a 
categorical scale. The dependent variable of this study was whether or not the student remained 
enrolled in the research institution in the beginning of the third year, or fifth semester of study.  
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The independent variables for the study were entered into the model as either continuous 
variables or as binary-coded (dichotomous) variables. The independent variables in this category 
were coded for the analysis as outlined below:  
a. Type of freshman housing (content-based residential college or not in a content 
based residential college): This was coded as follows: If the student resided in a content-based 
residential college, it will be coded as 1, if the student did not reside in a content-based 
residential college, it was coded as 0.  
b. Gender: This was coded as female = 0; male = 1.  
c. Race: Each of the racial variables were coded as a binary variable and each 
subject was categorized by either possessing the trait or not possessing the trait. For example, a 
variable was created for the Caucasian race in which the subjects were classified as either 
possessing the trait of being Caucasian, coded as 1, or not possessing the trait of Caucasian, 
coded as 0. This was repeated for each of the other racial categories. The race categories of 
American Indian or Alaskan Native and Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander were not 
included in this analysis due to insufficient numbers.  
d. High school grade point average (GPA): This was measured as a continuous 
variable.  
e. College entrance examination (ACT/SAT) composite scores: This was measured 
as a continuous variable. 
f. Credit hours the student earned in the first semester: This was measured as a 
continuous variable. 
g. The semester GPA achieved in the first semester of college enrollment: This was 
measured as a continuous variable.  
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h. Whether or not the student is retained in the fifth semester of college: If the 
student was retained in college in the fifth semester of college, it was coded as 1, and if the 
student was not retained, it was coded as 0; and 
i. Whether or not the student was a resident of the state in which the study 
institution was located: If the student was a resident of the state in which the study institution 
was located, it was coded as 1 and if the student was not a resident of the state in which the study 
institution was located, it was coded as 0. 
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS 
 The primary purpose of this study was to determine the influence of participation in a 
content-based residential college as well as selected academic and personal demographic 
characteristics on the second-to-third year retention of traditional-age, first-time freshman 
students at a research university-very high research (RU/VH) in the Southern region of the 
United States. The dependent variable of the study was whether or not the traditional-age, first-
time freshman students enrolled at the study institution in the beginning of their third year, or 
fifth semester, of study.  
 The following specific objectives were formulated to guide this research:  
1. The first objective of this study was to describe incoming undergraduate students 
residing in content-based residential colleges who were admitted and enrolled for the Fall 2014 
semester as defined by their payment of fees and inclusion in the 14th class day count at a 
research university-very high research (RU/VH) in the southern region of the United States on 
the following selected characteristics:  
a. Gender; 
b. Race; 
c. High school grade point average (GPA); 
d. College entrance examination (ACT/SAT) composite scores; 
e. Credit hours the student earned each semester of their first four semesters 
(Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
f. Overall grade point average (GPA) at the end of their first year (2014-2015), 
and at the end of their second year (2015-2016); 
g. Whether or not the student was a resident of the state; 
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h. The semester GPA achieved in each of the student’s first four semesters of 
college enrollment (Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
i. Whether or not the student was retained in the university in each of their 
second through fifth semesters of study;  
j. Whether or not the student changed their curricula in their second through 
fifth semester of study; and 
k. The number of times the student changed curricula in their second through 
fifth semester of study.  
2. The second objective of this study was to describe incoming undergraduate students 
who did not live in residential colleges and were admitted and enrolled for the Fall 2014 
semester as defined by their payment of fees and inclusion in the 14th class day count at a 
research university-very high research (RU/VH) in the southern region of the United States on 
the following selected characteristics: 
a. Gender; 
b. Race; 
c. High school grade point average (GPA); 
d. College entrance examination (ACT/SAT) composite scores; 
e. Credit hours the student earned each semester of their first four semesters 
(Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
f. Overall grade point average (GPA) at the end of their first year (2014-2015);  
g. Overall college grade point average (GPA) at the end of their second year 
(2015-2016); 
h. Whether or not the student was a resident of the state; 
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i. The semester GPA achieved in each of the student’s first four semesters of 
college enrollment (Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
j. Whether or not the student was retained in the university in each of their 
second through fifth semesters of study;  
k. Whether or not the student changed their curricula in their second through 
fifth semester of study; and 
l. The number of times the student changed curricula in their second through 
fifth semester of study.  
3. The third objective of this study was to compare incoming college freshmen who 
lived in a content-based residential college with those who did not live in a content-based 
residential college, on the following selected measures: 
a. Gender; 
b. Race; 
c. High school grade point average (GPA); 
d. College entrance examination (ACT/SAT) composite scores; 
e. Credit hours the student earned each semester of their first four semesters 
(Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
f. Overall grade point average (GPA) at the end of their first year (2014-2015);  
g. Overall college grade point average (GPA) at the end of their second year 
(2015-2016); 
h. Whether or not the student was a resident of the state; 
i. The semester GPA achieved in each of the student’s first four semesters of 
college enrollment (Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
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j. Whether or not the student was retained in the university in each of their 
second through fifth semesters of study;  
k. Whether or not the student changed their curricula in each of their second 
through fifth semester of study; and 
l. The number of times the student changed curricula in their second through 
fifth semester of study.  
4. The fourth objective of the study was to determine if a relationship existed between 
the following selected variables and second-to-third year (fifth semester) student retention:  
a. Gender; 
b. Race; 
c. High school grade point average (GPA); 
d. College entrance examination (ACT/SAT) composite scores; 
e. Credit hours the student earned each semester of their first four semesters 
(Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
f. Overall grade point average (GPA) at the end of their first year (2014-2015);  
g. Overall college grade point average (GPA) at the end of their second year 
(2015-2016); 
h. Whether or not the student was a resident of the state; 
i. The semester GPA achieved in each of the student’s first four semesters of 
college enrollment (Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
j. Whether or not the student was retained in the university in each of their 
second through fifth semesters of study;  
k. Whether or not the student changed their curricula in each of their second 
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through fifth semester of study;  
l. The number of times the student changed curricula in their second through 
fifth semester of study; and  
m. Type of freshman housing (content-based residential college or not in a 
content-based residential college).   
5. The fifth objective of this study was to determine if a model existed that significantly 
increased the researcher’s ability to correctly classify students on their retention from the second 
to third year, or fifth semester, of study among undergraduate students at a research university-
very high research (RU/VH) in the Southern region of the United States from the following 
measures:   
a. Type of freshman housing (content-based residential college or elsewhere); 
b. Gender;  
c. Race; 
d. High school grade point average (GPA); 
e. College entrance examination (ACT/SAT) composite scores; 
f. Credit hours the student earned during their first semester of enrollment (Fall 
2014);  
g. The semester GPA achieved in the first semester of college enrollment (Fall 
2014); and 
h. Whether or not the student was a resident of the state.  
Students who were included in the 14th day enrollment count of the Fall 2014 semester at  
a research university-very high research (RU/VH) in the Southern region of the United States, 
and were traditional-age freshman students were gathered by the Office of the University 
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Registrar. The researcher defined a “freshman student” as one who enrolled immediately after 
high school or before attending any other university and was included on the 14th class day count 
of the Fall 2014 semester, and this group became the accessible population. This accessible 
population was comprised of 5,542 students. The sample was defined as 100% of the accessible 
population. Of these 5,542 students, 1,363 resided in a content-based residential college and 
4,179 did not reside in a content-based residential college during their first year of study. This 
chapter presents the result of the study by objective.  
Objective One Results 
 The first objective of this study was to describe incoming undergraduate students residing 
in content-based residential colleges who were admitted and enrolled for the Fall 2014 semester 
as defined by their payment of fees and inclusion in the 14th class day count at a research 
university-very high research (RU/VH) in the southern region of the United States on the 
following selected characteristics:  
a. Gender; 
b. Race; 
c. High school grade point average (GPA); 
d. College entrance examination (ACT/SAT) composite scores; 
e. Credit hours the student earned each semester of their first four semesters (Fall 
2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
f. Overall grade point average (GPA) at the end of their first year (2014-2015); 




h. Whether or not the student was a resident of the state; 
i. The semester GPA achieved in each of the student’s first four semesters of 
college enrollment (Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
j. Whether or not the student was retained in the university in each of their second 
through fifth semesters of study;  
k. Whether or not the student changed their curricula in their second through fifth 
semester of study; and 
l. The number of times the student changed curricula in their second through fifth 
semester of study.  
There were 1,373 students who met the criteria of this objective. The results for 
each of these variables are as follows:  
Gender 
 The first variable on which the students were described was gender. Of the 1,373 students 
who resided in a content-based residential college, 577 (42.0%) were identified as female and 
796 (58.0%) were identified as male.  
Race 
The second variable on which the students were described was race. Of the 1,373 
students who resided in a content-based residential college, 1,371 reported their race, and the 
remaining two individuals did not provide this information. Of the 1,371 students who identified 
their race, the largest group of students was Caucasian (n = 974, 71.0%). The second largest 
group of students identified themselves as Black or African-American (n = 200, 14.6%). This 
data is presented in Table 1.  
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Table 1  Race of Students Who Were Admitted and Enrolled and Lived in a Content-Based 
Residential College at a Research University-Very High Research (RU/VH) in the Southern 
Region of the United States 
 Race Frequency a Percent 
Caucasian 974 71.0 
Black or African-American 200 14.6 
Hispanic 103 7.5 
Asian 49 3.6 
Multi-Racial 42 3.0 
American Indian or Alaskan 
Native 
2 .2 
Native Hawaiian or Other 
Pacific Islander 
1 .1 
Total 1371 100 
 a Two individuals did not report their race.  
High School Grade Point Average (GPA) 
 The high school grade point average (GPA) was another variable that was used to 
describe the students who lived in a content-based residential college. The mean GPA for these 
students was 3.40 (SD = .370). The GPAs for these students ranged from a low of 2.29 to a high 
of 4.00.  
 When the high school GPAs were examined in ranges of measurements, the range of 
scores that had the largest number of students was the 3.25-3.49 category (n = 302, 22.0%). The 
distribution of these ranges is presented in Table 2.  
Table 2  High School Grade Point Averages (GPA) for Students Who Lived in a Content-Based 
Residential College at a Research University-Very High Research (RU/VH) in the Southern 
Region of the United States  
GPA Range Frequency Percent 
4.00 90 6.6 
3.75—3.99 226 16.5 
3.50—3.749 271 19.7 
3.25—3.49 302 22.0 
3.00—3.249 297 21.6 
2.75—2.99 130 9.5 
2.50—2.749 48 3.5 
Less than 2.50 9 .7 
Total 1373 100.0 
 Note. Mean GPA = 3.40 (SD = .370), Range: 2.29—4.0.  
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College Entrance Examination (ACT/SAT) Composite Scores 
 At the study institution, all applicants are required to submit a college entrance 
examination score report. Both the ACT and SAT are accepted. SAT scores are converted to the 
ACT equivalent by The Office of Undergraduate Admissions, using the “Concordance Between 
SAT I Recentered V + M (Verbal and Math) Score and ACT Composite Score Table” (see 
Appendix C).  If students submitted more than one score report to the study institution, the 
highest score was used. The mean composite score on the ACT for students who lived in a 
content-based residential college was 25.96 (SD = 3.347). The scores ranged from a low of 18 to 
a high of 36. Of the eight residential colleges observed in this study, two have minimum ACT 
requirements for admission. The Science Residential College requires a minimum composite 
score of a 23 on the ACT, whereas the Engineering Residential College requires a minimum 
ACT score of 23 on the math portion of the test. The remaining discipline-based residential 
colleges do not have a minimum ACT requirement for admission.  
 When the college entrance examination scores were examined in ranges of measurement, 
the largest group of scores was the 26-27 category (n = 290, 21.1%), whereas the smallest group 
was the 18-19 category (n = 18, 1.3%). It should be noted that one student had a maximum score 
of 36 on the ACT (See Table 3).  
Table 3  Composite Scores on the College Entrance Examination (ACT) for Students Living in a 
Content-Based Residential College at a Research University-Very High Research (RU/VH) in 
the Southern Region of the United States  
ACT Score Frequency Percent 
36 1 .1 
34-35 22 1.6 
32-33 54 3.9 
30-31 126 9.2 
28-29 252 18.4 
26-27 290 21.1 
24-25 271 19.7 
(Table 3 continued) 
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(Table 3 continued) 
ACT Score Frequency Percent 
22-23 228 16.6 
20-21 111 8.1 
18-19 18 1.3 
Total 1373 100.0 
 Note. Mean composite score: 25.96 (SD = 3.347), Range: 18—36.  
Credit Hours the Student Earned Each Semester 
Another variable, credit hours earned each semester, was used to describe the academic 
progress of students enrolled in content-based residential colleges. To be considered a full-time 
undergraduate student at the study institution, students must carry 12 or more hours of credit in a 
regular semester. The study institution advises that, in order to graduate in four years, students 
should earn at least 15 credit hours per semester and plan on attending at least one summer term.  
In Fall 2014, for the 1,373 students enrolled in content-based residential colleges, the 
mean number of credit hours earned was 12.90 (SD = 3.462), with the lowest number of credit 
hours earned being 0 and the highest number of credit hours earned being 18. For the Spring 
2015 semester, for the 1,314 students enrolled in content-based residential colleges, the mean 
number of credit hours earned was 13.11 (SD = 3.352). The lowest number of credit hours 
earned was 0 and the highest number of credit hours earned was 21. The students that lived in a 
content-based residential college in the Fall of 2014, on average, earned 12.99 (SD = 3.188) 
credit hours during the Fall 2015 semester. The minimum number of credit hours earned was 0 
and the maximum was 19. The students that lived in a content-based residential college in the 
Fall of 2014, on average, earned 13.24 credit hours during the Spring 2016 semester. The 
minimum number of credit hours earned was 0 and the maximum was 21. Each semester, the 15-
17 credit hours earned category had the highest number of frequencies.  
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Students that carried less than 12 credit hours each semester were not considered full-
time students. In the Fall 2014 semester, 21.4% (n = 294) of the students dropped below full-
time status. Subsequent semesters yielded similar frequencies: in the Spring 2015 semester, 
18.7% (n = 245) of students dropped below full-time status, in the Fall 2015 semester, 20.6% (n 
= 245) of students dropped below full-time status, and in the Spring 2016 semester, 18.8% (n = 
214) of students dropped below full-time status. The data is presented in Table 4.   
Table 4  Credit Hours Earned Each of the First Four Semester for Students Living in a Content-
Based Residential College at a Research University-Very High Research (RU/VH) in the 
Southern Region of the United States  
Credit Hours 
Earned 
Fall 2014a Spring 2015b Fall 2015c Spring 2016d 
 Freq. Percent Freq. Percent Freq. Percent Freq. Percent 
18 or more 13 .9 26 2.0 20 1.7 43 3.8 
15-17 579 42.2 561 42.7 484 40.7 503 44.3 
12-14 487 35.5 482 36.7 441 37.1 376 33.1 
9-11 167 12.2 145 11.0 157 13.2 135 11.9 
6-8 68 5.0 51 3.9 53 4.5 46 4.0 
3-5 36 2.6 29 2.2 22 1.8 19 1.7 
1-2 5 .4 2 .2 2 .2 2 .2 
0 18 1.3 18 1.4 11 .9 12 1.1 
TOTAL 1373 100.0 1314 100.0 1190 100.0 1136 100.0 
aDuring the Fall 2014 semester, the mean hours earned was 12.90 (SD = 3.462) and the range 
range was 0—18.  
bFor the Spring 2015 semester, the mean number of credit hours earned was 13.11 (SD = 3.352) 
and the range was 0—21.  
cDuring the Fall 2015 semester, the mean number of credit hours earned was 12.99 (SD = 3.188) 
and the range was 0—19.  
dDuring the Spring 2016 semester, the mean number of credit hours earned was 13.24 (SD = 
3.265) and the range was 0—21.  
Overall Grade Point Average (GPA) at the End of the First Year 
 At the study institution, a grade point average (GPA) of 2.0 is required for graduation. 
For the end of their first year of study (Spring 2016) Grades of “A,” “B,” and “C” were assigned 
for satisfactory work. A grade of “D” indicated minimally acceptable achievement for credit, and 
in some colleges, a grade of “D” in certain courses did not allow that credit to count to be applied 
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to a degree. A grade of “F” was failing. An undergraduate student’s grade point average (GPA) 
was determined by the ratio of quality points earned to semester hours attempted and were 
assigned to letter grades using the following scale:  
 “A” = 4 quality points; 
 “B” = 3 quality points; 
 “C” = 2 quality points;  
 “D” = 1 quality point;  
 “F” = 0 quality points. 
  For students that lived in a content-based residential college at a research university-very 
high research (RU/VH) in the southern portion of the United States, the overall GPA at the end 
of their first year of study was another measured variable. Of the 1,373 students who lived in a 
content-based residential college in the Fall of 2014, the mean GPA was 2.89 (SD = .769). The 
lowest GPA was 0.00 and highest GPA was 4.0. The category with the highest frequency of 
occurrences was the range of GPAs from 3.0—3.24 (n = 232). The frequency of occurrences can 
be found in Table 5.  
Overall College Grade Point Average (GPA) at the End of Their Second Year 
During the Fall 2015 semester, plus/minus grading was introduced at the study 
institution. Letter grades of “A,” “B,” and “C” were assigned for satisfactory work. A grade of 
“D” indicated minimally acceptable achievement for credit, and in some colleges, a grade of “D” 
in certain courses did not allow that credit to count to be applied to a degree. Letter grades A, B, 
C, and D had the suffix plus (+) or minus (-) to distinguish higher and lower performances within 
each of the letter grades.  A grade of “F” was failing and did not include the plus (+) or minus (-) 
distinction. An undergraduate student’s grade point average (GPA) is determined by the ratio of 
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quality points earned to semester hours attempted and are assigned to letter grades using the 
following scale:  
“A+” = 4.3 quality points;  
“A” = 4 quality points; 
“A-” = 3.7 quality points; 
“B+” = 3.3 quality points; 
 “B” = 3 quality points; 
 “B-” = 2.7 quality points; 
 “C+” = 2.3 quality points; 
 “C” = 2 quality points;  
 “C-” = 1.7 quality points;  
 “D+” = 1.3 quality points;  
 “D” = 1 quality point;  
 “D-” = 0.7 quality point;  
 “F” = 0 quality points. 
 For students that lived in a content-based residential college at a research university-very 
high research (RU/VH) in the southern portion of the United States, the overall grade point 
average earned at the end of their second year of study was another measured variable. Of the 
1,373 students who lived in a content-based residential college in the Fall of 2014, 1,211 were 
observed at the completion of the following year. The mean GPA was 2.96 (SD = .606). The 
lowest GPA was 0.00 and highest GPA was 4.127.  The category under which the most students 
fell was the 3.00—3.24 GPA category (n = 232). The frequency of occurrences of GPAs in 
ranges of scores can be found in Table 5.  
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Table 5  Distribution of Overall Grade Point Averages (GPA) for Students Living in a Content-
Based Residential College at the End of Their First Year (2014-2015) and Second Year (2015-
2016) of Study 




Overall GPA Range Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
4.00 and above 49 3.6 90 6.8 
3.75 – 3.99 116 8.4 89 6.8 
3.50 – 3.74 140 10.2 110 8.4 
3.25 – 3.49 191 13.9 159 12.1 
3.00 – 3.24 232 16.9 245 18.6 
2.75—2.99 163 11.9 129 9.8 
2.50—2.74 148 10.8 135 10.3 
2.49—2.25 90 6.6 84 6.4 
2.25—2.0 95 6.9 84 6.4 
1.9—1.75 44 3.2 48 3.7 
1.74 and below 105 7.6 141 10.7 
Total 1373 100.0 1211 100.0 
a For the first year (2014-2015) the mean GPA was 2.89 (SD = .769) and the range was 0.00—
4.00.  
b For the second year (2015-2016) the mean GPA was 2.96 (SD = .769) and the range was 0.00—
4.00. There were 59 missing cases.  
Whether or not the Student was a Resident of the State 
 Students were described on whether or not they were categorized as residents of the state 
in which the study institution was located. The majority (n = 1048, 76.30%) were residents of the 
state and 325 students (23.70%) were nonresidents.  
GPA Earned Each Semester 
 Students that lived in a content-based residential college during their freshman year were 
described using the grade point average they earned each of their first four semesters. Plus/minus 
grading was introduced in the Fall 2015 semester. Therefore, the possible GPAs for the first two 
semesters was 0.00—4.00 while the possible GPAs for the second two semesters was 0.00 to 
4.30. For all four of the semesters, the mean GPAs of the students who lived in a content-based 
residential college during their freshman year was 2.8 and 2.9 (see Table 6). The highest mean 
GPA was achieved during the Spring 2016 semester (M = 2.860, SD = .851). When the GPAs 
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were examined in categories, for the first three semesters of study (Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 
2015) students most frequently earned GPAs in the 3.00—3.24. During the Spring 2016 
semester, more students earned GPAs in the 3.25—3.49 range.  The data is presented in Table 6.  
Table 6  GPA Earned Each if the First Four Semesters for Students Living in a Content-Based 
Residential College at a Research University-Very High Research (RU/VH) in the Southern 
Region of the United States  
GPA 
 Earned Each 
Semester 
Fall 2014a Spring 2015b Fall 2015c Spring 2016d 
 Freq. Percent Freq. Percent Freq. Percent Freq. Percent 
4.00 and above 120 8.7 90 6.8 52 4.4 47 4.1 
3.75 – 3.99 104 7.6 89 6.8 86 7.2 87 7.7 
3.50 – 3.74 142 10.3 110 8.4 146 12.3 141 12.4 
3.25 – 3.49 165 12.0 159 12.1 135 11.3 166 14.6 
3.00 – 3.24 218 15.9 245 18.6 155 13.0 144 12.7 
2.75—2.99 125 9.1 129 9.8 132 11.1 123 10.8 
2.50—2.74 128 9.3 135 10.3 125 10.5 120 10.6 
2.49—2.25 97 7.1 84 6.4 110 9.2 87 7.7 
2.25—2.0 80 5.8 84 6.4 78 6.6 57 5.0 
1.9—1.75 47 3.4 48 3.7 58 4.9 41 3.6 
1.74 and below 147 10.7 141 10.7 113 9.5 123 10.8 
Total 1373 100.0 1314 100.0% 1190 100.0% 1136 100.0% 
a During the Fall 2014 semester, the mean GPA earned was 2.856 (SD = .890) and the range 
range was 0.00—4.00.  
b For the Spring 2015 semester, the mean GPA earned was 2.816 (SD = .861) and the range was 
0.00—4.00. There were 59 missing cases. 
c During the Fall 2015 semester, the mean GPA earned was 2.838 (SD = .827) and the range was 
0—4.30. There were 183 missing cases. Plus/minus grading was introduced in this semester. 
d During the Spring 2016 semester, the GPA earned was 2.860 (SD = .851) and the range was 
0.00—4.300. There were 237 missing cases.  
Whether or not the Student is Retained in College in the Second Through Fifth Semester 
 Students who lived in a content-based residential college were described by whether or 
not they were retained in each of their second through fifth semesters of study (Spring 2015-Fall 
2016). The biggest decrease in retention was between the Spring 2015 (4.3% were not retained) 
and Fall 2015 semesters (13.3% were not retained). It is presented in Table 7.    
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Table 7  Retention by Semester for Students Living in a Content-Based Residential College at a 




Spring 2015a Fall 2015b Spring 2016c Fall 2016d 
 Freq. Percent Freq. Percent Freq. Percent Freq. Percent 
Yes 1314 95.7% 1190 86.7% 1136 82.7% 1069 77.9% 
No 59 4.3% 183 13.3% 237 17.3% 304 22.1% 
TOTAL 1373 100.0% 1373 100.0% 1373 100.0% 1373 100.0% 
a Mean = .96 (SD =  .203)   
b Mean = .87 (SD  = .340) 
c Mean = .83 (SD = .378)    
d Mean = .78 (SD = .415)   
Whether or not the Student is Retained in College in the Fifth Semester of College  
 Whether or not the student was retained in the fifth semester of college was another 
variable used to describe students that lived in a content-based residential college in Fall 2014. In 
the Fall 2014 semester, 1,373 resided in a content-based residential college. Of the 1,373 
students that lived in a content-based residential college in the Fall 2014 semester, 1,069 (77.9%) 
students were included on the 14th day enrollment count, whereas 304 (22.1%) students were not 
included on the 14th day enrollment count, indicating they were no longer enrolled at the study 
institution.  
Whether or not the Student is Retained in Their Chosen Curriculum 
 At the study institution, requests for curricula changes are not processed until the end of 
the semester, meaning that changes will not take effect until the beginning of the following 
semester. Therefore, for the students who began their program of study in the Fall 2014 term and 
chose to change curricula or programs of study, changes took place in the Spring 2015, Fall 
2015, Spring 2016, and Fall 2016 semesters. During the Spring 2015 semester, 17.7% (n = 220) 
of students who lived in a content-based residential college changed curricula. The following 
semester, Fall 2015, 27.2% of students (n = 313) changed curricula. In the Spring 2016 semester, 
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21.7% (n = 244) of students who lived in a content-based residential college changed curricula 
and in the Fall 2016 semester, 18.8% of students (n = 199) changed curricula (Table 8). In 
addition to identifying whether or not students changed curricula each semester, the researcher 
summed the number of times that these changes in curricula occurred for each student. This 
served as a measure of the total number of times that students changed curricula. The mean 
number of curriculum changes for all students was .75 (SD = .875) and the range was 0-4.   
Table 8  Whether or Not Student Changed Curricula by Semester for Students Living in a 
Content-Based Residential College at a Research University-Very High Research (RU/VH) in 
the Southern Region of the United States  
Did the student 
change 
curricula?  
Spring 2015a Fall 2015b Spring 2016c Fall 2016d 
 Freq. Percent Freq. Percent Freq. Percent Freq. Percent 
Yes 262 19.7% 346 28.9% 251 22.0% 202 18.9% 
No 1066 80.3% 852 71.1% 892 78.0% 869 81.1% 
TOTAL 1328 100.0% 1198 100.0% 1143 100.0% 1058 100.0% 
Note. M = .75, SD = .875, Range: 0-4.  
a During the Spring 2015 semester, there were 45 missing cases.   
b For the Fall 2015 semester, there were 175 missing cases.  
c During the Spring 2016 semester, there were 230 missing cases.   
d During the Fall 2016 semester, there were 302 missing cases.   
Objective Two Results 
 The second objective of this study was to describe incoming undergraduate students who 
did not live in residential colleges and were admitted and enrolled for the Fall 2014 semester as 
defined by their payment of fees and inclusion in the 14th class day count at a research 
university-very high research (RU/VH) in the southern region of the United States on the 
following selected characteristics:  
a. Gender; 
b. Race; 
c. High school grade point average (GPA); 
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d. College entrance examination (ACT/SAT) composite scores; 
e. Credit hours the student earned each semester of their first four semesters 
(Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
f. Overall grade point average (GPA) at the end of their first year (2014- 
2015);  
g. Overall college grade point average (GPA) at the end of their second year 
(2015-2016); 
h. Whether or not the student was a resident of the state; 
i. The semester GPA achieved in each of the student’s first four semesters of 
college enrollment (Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
j. Whether or not the student was retained in the university in each of their 
second through fifth semesters of study;  
k. Whether or not the student changed their curricula in their second through 
fifth semester of study; and 
l. The number of times the student changed curricula in their second through 
fifth semester of study.  
There were 4,169 students who met the criteria of this objective. The results for 
each of these variables are as follows:  
Gender 
 The first variable on which the students were described was gender. Of the 4,169 students 
who did not reside in a content-based residential college, 2,413 (57.9%) were identified as 
female and 1,756 (42.1%) were identified as male.  
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Race 
The second variable on which the students were described was race. Of the 4,169 
students who did not reside in a content-based residential college, 4,157 reported their race, and 
the remaining 12 individuals did not provide this information. Of the 4,157 students who 
identified their race, the largest group of students was Caucasian (n = 3,088, 74.1%). The second 
largest group of students identified themselves as Black or African-American (n = 482, 11.6%). 
(See Table 9). 
Table 9  Race of Students Who Were Admitted and Enrolled and Did Not Live in a Content-
Based Residential College at a Research University-Very High Research (RU/VH) in the 
Southern Region of the United States 
Race Frequency a Percent 
Caucasian 3,088 74.1 
Black or African-American 482 11.6 
Hispanic 259 6.2 
Asian 196 4.7 
Multi-Racial 113 2.7 
American Indian or Alaskan Native 14 .3 
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 5 .1 
Total 4,157 99.7 
 a Twelve individuals did not provide this information.  
High School Grade Point Average (GPA) 
 The high school grade point average (GPA) was another variable that was used to 
describe the students who did not live in a content-based residential college. The mean GPA for 
these students was 3.44 (SD = .380). The GPAs for these students ranged from a low of 2.08 to a 
high of 4.00.  
 When the high school GPAs were examined in ranges of measurements, the range of 
scores that had the largest number of students was the 3.50-3.75 category (n = 900, 21.6%). The 
distribution of these ranges is presented in Table 10.  
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Table 10  High School Grade Point Averages (GPA) for Students Who Did Not Live in a 
Content-Based Residential College at a Research University-Very High Research (RU/VH) in 
the Southern Region of the United States  
GPA Range Frequency Percent 
4.00 279 6.7 
3.75—3.99 805 19.4 
3.50—3.749 900 21.6 
3.25—3.49 852 20.5 
3.00—3.249 809 19.4 
2.75—2.99 363 8.7 
2.50—2.749 120 2.9 
Less than 2.50 41 .80 
Total 4,160a 100.0 
 Note. Mean = 3.44 (SD = .411); Range = 2.08—4.00.  
a. Data was unavailable for nine of the students.  
College Entrance Examination (ACT/SAT) Composite Scores 
 At the study institution, all applicants are required to submit a college entrance 
examination score report. Both the ACT and SAT are accepted. SAT scores are converted to the 
ACT equivalent by The Office of Undergraduate Admissions, using the “Concordance Between 
SAT I Recentered V + M (Verbal and Math) Score and ACT Composite Score Table” (see 
Appendix C).  If students submitted more than one score report to the study institution, the 
highest score was used. The mean composite score on the ACT for students who did not live in a 
content-based residential college was 25.56 (SD = 3.496). The scores ranged from a low of 14 to 
a high of 36. One student’s score was not reported. 
 When the college entrance examination scores were examined in ranges of measurement, 
the largest group of scores was the 26-27 category (n = 290, 21/1%), whereas the smallest group 
was the 18-19 category (n = 18, 1.3%). It should be noted that three students had a maximum 
score of 36 on the ACT. This data is presented in Table 11.  
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Table 11  Composite Scores on the College Entrance Examination (ACT) for Students Not 
Living in a Content-Based Residential College at a Research University-Very High Research 
(RU/VH) in the Southern Region of the United States  
ACT Score Frequency Percent 
36 3 .1 
34-35 55 1.3 
32-33 173 4.2 
30-31 410 9.8 
28-29 580 13.9 
26-27 714 17.1 
24-25 901 21.6 
22-23 846 20.3 
20-21 416 10.0 
18-19 70 1.7 
Total 4168a 100.0 
a. One student’s score was not reported.  
Credit Hours the Student Earned Each Semester 
 Another variable, credit hours earned each semester, was used to describe the academic 
progress of students enrolled and not living in a content-based residential college. To be 
considered a full-time undergraduate student at the study institution, students must carry 12 or 
more hours of credit in a regular semester. The study institution advises that, in order to graduate 
in four years, students should earn at least 15 credit hours per semester and plan on attending at 
least one summer term.  
In the Fall 2014, for the 4,169 students who were not enrolled in a content-based 
residential college, the mean number of credit hours earned was 12.77 (SD = 3.460), with the 
lowest number of credit hours earned being 0 and the highest number of credit hours earned 
being 19. For the Spring 2015 semester, for the 3,939 students who did not live in content-based 
residential colleges, the mean number of credit hours earned was 13.02 (SD = 3.330). The lowest 
number of credit hours earned was 0 and the highest number of credit hours earned was 22. The 
students that did not live in content-based residential colleges in the Fall of 2014, on average, 
earned 13.03 (SD = 3.294) credit hours during the Fall 2015 semester. The minimum number of 
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credit hours earned was 0 and the maximum was 22. The students that did not live in a content-
based Residential College in in the Fall of 2014, on average, earned 13.21 (SD = 3.438) credit 
hours during the Spring 2016 semester. The minimum number of credit hours earned was 0 and 
the maximum was 22. Each semester, the 15-17 credit hours earned category had the highest 
number of frequencies.  
Students that carried less than 12 credit hours each semester were not considered full-
time students. In the Fall 2014 semester, 21.3% (n = 889) of the students dropped below full-
time status. Subsequent semesters yielded similar frequencies: in the Spring 2015 semester, 
17.9% (n = 706) of students dropped below full-time status, in the Fall 2015 semester, 19.1% (n 
= 671) of students dropped below full-time status, and in the Spring 2016 semester, 17.3% (n = 
572) of students dropped below full-time status. The data is presented in Table 12.  
Table 12  Credit Hours Earned Each of the First Four Semesters for Students Who Did Not Live 
in a Content-Based Residential College at a Research University-Very High Research (RU/VH) 
University in the Southern Region of the United States  
Credit Hours 
Earned 
Fall 2014a Spring 2015b Fall 2015c Spring 2016d 
 Freq. Percent Freq. Percent Freq. Percent Freq. Percent 
18 or more 34 .8 90 2.3 95 2.7 133 4.0 
15-17 1694 40.6 1608 40.8 1392 39.8 1447 43.9 
12-14 1552 37.2 1535 39.0 1337 38.3 1145 34.7 
9-11 509 12.2 402 10.2 407 11.6 344 10.4 
6-8 203 4.9 160 4.1 145 4.1 112 3.4 
3-5 96 2.3 76 1.9 61 1.7 41 1.2 
1-2 10 .2 4 .1 7 .2 2 .1 
0 71 1.7 64 1.6 51 1.5 73 2.2 
TOTAL 4169 100.0 3939 100.0 3495 100.0 3297 100.0 
a. During the Fall 2014 semester, the mean hours earned was 12.77 (SD = 3.460). 
b. For the Spring 2015 semester, the mean number of credit hours earned was 13.02 (SD = 
3.330).  
c. During the Fall 2015 semester, the mean number of credit hours earned was 13.03 (SD = 
3.294).  




Overall Grade Point Average (GPA) at the End of Their First Year 
 At the study institution, a grade point average (GPA) of 2.0 is required for graduation. 
Grades of “A,” “B,” and “C” are assigned for satisfactory work. A grade of “D” indicates 
minimally acceptable achievement for credit, and in some colleges, a grade of “D” in certain 
courses does not allow that credit to count to be applied to a degree. A grade of “F” is failing. An 
undergraduate student’s grade point average (GPA) is determined by the ratio of quality points 
earned to semester hours attempted and are assigned to letter grades using the following scale:  
 “A” = 4 quality points; 
 “B” = 3 quality points; 
 “C” = 2 quality points;  
 “D” = 1 quality point;  
 “F” = 0 quality points. 
  For students that did not live in a content-based residential college at a Research 
University-Very High Research (RU/VH) in the southern portion of the United States, the 
number of credit hours earned at the end of their first year of study was another measured 
variable. Of the 4,169 students who did not live in a content-based residential college in the Fall 
of 2014, the mean GPA was 2.92 (SD = .817). The lowest GPA was 0.00 and highest GPA was 
4.0. The most students fell within the 3.00-3.24 GPA category (n = 608). The frequency of 
occurrences can be found in Table 13.  
Overall College Grade Point Average (GPA) at the End of Their Second Year 
At the study institution, a grade point average (GPA) of 2.0 is required for graduation. 
During the Fall 2015 semester, plus/minus grading was introduced at the study institution. Letter 
grades of “A,” “B,” and “C” were assigned for satisfactory work. A grade of “D” indicated 
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minimally acceptable achievement for credit, and in some colleges, a grade of “D” in certain 
courses did not allow that credit to count to be applied to a degree. Letter grades A, B, C, and D 
had the suffix plus (+) or minus (-) to distinguish higher and lower performances within each of 
the letter grades.  A grade of “F” was failing and did not include the plus (+) or minus (-) 
distinction. An undergraduate student’s grade point average (GPA) is determined by the ratio of 
quality points earned to semester hours attempted and are assigned to letter grades using the 
following scale:   
“A+” = 4.3 quality points;  
“A” = 4 quality points; 
“A-” = 3.7 quality points; 
“B+” = 3.3 quality points; 
 “B” = 3 quality points; 
 “B-” = 2.7 quality points; 
 “C+” = 2.3 quality points; 
 “C” = 2 quality points;  
 “C-” = 1.7 quality points;  
 “D+” = 1.3 quality points;  
 “D” = 1 quality point;  
 “D-” = 0.7 quality point;  
 “F” = 0 quality points. 
For students that did not live in a content-based residential college at a research 
university-very high research (RU/VH) in the southern portion of the United States, the number 
of credit hours earned at the end of their second year of study was another measured variable. Of 
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the 4,169 students who did not live in a content-based residential college in the Fall of 2014, 
3,561 were observed at the completion of the second year of study, meaning that 608 students 
did not have GPAs because they were not enrolled. The mean GPA was 3.04 (SD = .635). The 
lowest GPA was 0.00 and highest GPA was 4.164. The frequency of occurrences can be found in 
Table 13.  
Table 13  Distribution of Overall Grade Point Averages (GPA) for Students That Did Not Live in 
a Content-Based Residential College at the End of Their First Year (2014-2015) and Second 
Year (2015-2016) of Study 




Overall GPA Range Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
4.00 and above 185 4.4 108 3.0 
3.75 – 3.99 438 10.5 362 10.5 
3.50 – 3.74 532 12.8 487 14.1 
3.25 – 3.49 531 12.7 504 14.6 
3.00 – 3.24 608 14.6 562 16.3 
2.75—2.99 475 11.4 486 14.1 
2.50—2.74 411 9.9 367 10.6 
2.49—2.25 282 6.8 273 7.9 
2.25—2.0 213 5.1 183 5.3 
1.9—1.75 129 3.1 115 3.3 
1.74 and below 365 8.8 114 3.3 
Total 4,169 100.0 3561 100.0 
a For the first year (2014-2015) the mean GPA was 2.92 (SD = .817) and the range was 0.00—
4.00.  
b In the second year of study, plus/minus grading was introduced. For the second year (2015-
2016) the mean GPA was 3.04 (SD = .635) and the range was 0.00—4.164. There were 608 
students who were not enrolled.  
Whether or not the Student was a Resident of the State 
 Students were described on whether or not they were categorized as residents of the state 
in which the study institution was located. The majority (n = 3617, 86.80%) were residents of the 
state. Further, 552 students (13.20%) were nonresidents.  
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GPA Earned Each Semester 
 Students that did not live in a content-based residential college during their freshman year 
were described using the grade point average they earned each of their first four semesters. 
Plus/minus grading was introduced in the Fall 2015 semester.  Therefore, the possible GPAs for 
the first two semesters was 0.00 to 4.00 while the possible GPAs for the second two semesters 
was 0.00 to 4.30. For all of the four semesters, the mean GPAs of the students who did not live in 
a content-based residential college during their freshman year was between 2.85 and 2.95. (See 
Table 14).  
Table 14   GPA Earned Each Semester for Students Not Living in a Content-Based Residential 
College at a Research University (RU/VH) in the Southern Region of the United States  
GPA 
 Earned Each 
Semester 
Fall 2014a Spring 2015b Fall 2015c Spring 2016d 
 Freq. Percent Freq. Percent Freq. Percent Freq. Percent 
4.00 and above 408 9.8 383 9.7 242 6.9 266 8.1 
3.75 – 3.99 406 9.7 350 8.9 321 9.2 324 9.8 
3.50 – 3.74 462 11.1 431 10.9 425 12.2 407 12.3 
3.25 – 3.49 443 10.6 432 11.0 457 13.1 426 12.9 
3.00 – 3.24 672 16.1 589 15.0 431 12.3 455 13.8 
2.75—2.99 348 8.3 389 9.9 400 11.4 342 10.4 
2.50—2.74 331 7.9 312 7.9 321 9.2 285 8.6 
2.49—2.25 246 5.9 291 7.4 259 7.4 203 6.2 
2.25—2.0 254 6.1 220 5.6 174 5.0 134 4.1 
1.9—1.75 113 2.7 133 3.4 137 3.9 113 3.4 
1.74 and below 486 11.7 409 10.4 328 9.4 342 10.4 
Total 4169 100.0% 3939 100.0% 3495 100.0% 3297 100.0% 
a During the Fall 2014 semester, the mean GPA earned was 2.877 (SD = .927) and the range 
range was 0.00-4.00.  
b For the Spring 2015 semester, the mean GPA earned was 2.878 (SD = .897) and the range was 
0.00-4.00. There were 230 missing cases. 
c During the Fall 2015 semester, the mean GPA earned was 2.922 (SD = .862) and the range was 
0-4.30. There were 674 missing cases. Plus/minus grading was introduced in this semester. 
d During the Spring 2016 semester, the GPA earned was 2.943 (SD = .908) and the range was 
0.00-4.300. There were 872 missing cases.  
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The highest mean GPA was achieved during the Spring 2016 semester (M = 2.943, SD = 
.908). When the GPAs were examined in categories, for the three semesters of study (Fall 2014, 
Spring 2015, Spring 2016) students most frequently earned GPAs in the 3.00-3.24. During the 
Fall 2015 semester, more students earned GPAs in the 3.25-3.49 range. The data is presented in 
Table 14.  
Whether or not the Student is Retained in College in the Second Through Fifth Semester 
 Students who did not live in a content-based residential college were described by 
whether or not they were retained in each of their second through fifth semesters of study (Spring 
2015-Fall 2016). The biggest decrease in retention was between the Spring 2015 (5.5% were not 
retained) and Fall 2015 semesters (16.2% were not retained). The data is presented in Table 15.    
Table 15   Retention by Semester for Students Not Living in a Content-Based Residential 
College at a Research University-Very High Research (RU/VH) in the Southern Region of the 




Spring 2015a Fall 2015b Spring 2016c Fall 2016d 
 Freq. Percent Freq. Percent Freq. Percent Freq. Percent 
Yes 3939 94.5% 3495 83.8% 3297 79.1% 3044 73.0% 
No 230 5.5% 674 16.2% 872 20.9% 1125 27.0% 
TOTAL 4169 100.0% 4169 100.0% 4169 100.0% 4169 100.0% 
a Mean = .94 (SD = .228)   
b Mean = .84 (SD = .368) 
c Mean = .79 (SD = .407)    
d Mean = .73 (SD = .444)   
Whether or not the Student is Retained in College in the Fifth Semester of College  
 Whether or not the student was retained in the fifth semester of college was another 
variable used to describe students that did not live in a content-based residential college in the 
Fall of 2014. Of the 4,169 students that did not live in a content-based residential college, 3,044 
(73.0%) students were included in the 14th day enrollment count, indicating they were enrolled 
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during their fifth semester of study whereas 1,125 (27.0%) students were not included on the 14th 
day enrollment count, indicating they were no longer enrolled at the study institution.  
Whether or not the Student is Retained in Their Chosen Curriculum  
At the study institution, requests for curricula changes are not processed until the end of 
the semester, meaning that changes will not take effect until the beginning of the following 
semester. Therefore, for the students who began their program of study in the Fall 2014 term and 
chose to change curricula or programs of study, changes took place in the Spring 2015, Fall 
2015, Spring 2016, and Fall 2016 semesters. During the Spring 2015 semester, 25.1% (n = 1003) 
of students who did not live in a content-based residential college changed curricula. The 
following semester, Fall 2015, 34.4% of students (n = 1211) changed curricula. In the Spring 
2016 semester, 25.6% (n = 850) of students who did not live in a content-based residential 
college changed curricula and in the Fall 2016 semester, 20.8% of students (n = 629) changed 
curricula. This data is presented in Table 16.  
Table 16   Number of Curricula Changes by Semester for Students Not Living in a Content-
Based Residential College at a Research University-Very High Research (RU/VH) in the 
Southern Region of the United States  
Did the student 
change 
curricula?  
Spring 2015a Fall 2015b Spring 2016c Fall 2016d 
 Freq. Percent Freq. Percent Freq. Percent Freq. Percent 
Yes 1003 25.1 1211 34.4 850 25.6 629 20.8 
No 2999 74.9 2312 65.6 2467 74.4 2394 79.2 
TOTAL 4002 100.0 3523 100.0 3317 100.0 3023 100.0 
Note. Mean number of curriculum changes = .83, SD = .930. Range: 0-4.  
a During the Spring 2015 semester, there were 167 missing cases.   
b For the Fall 2015 semester, there were 646 missing cases.  
c During the Spring 2016 semester, there were 852 missing cases.   





Objective Three Results 
The third objective of this study was to compare incoming college freshmen who lived in 
a content-based residential college with those who did not live in a content-based residential 
college, on the following selected measures: 
a. Credit hours the student earned each semester of their first four semesters 
(Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
b. Overall grade point average (GPA) at the end of their first year (2014 
2015);  
c. Overall college grade point average (GPA) at the end of their second year 
(2015-2016); 
d. Whether or not the student was a resident of the state; 
e. The semester GPA achieved in each of the student’s first four semesters of 
college enrollment (Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
f. Whether or not the student was retained in the university in each of their 
second through fifth semesters of study;  
g. Whether or not the student changed their curricula in their second through 
fifth semester of study; and 
h. The number of times the student changed curricula in their second through 
fifth semester of study.   
The findings for this objective were achieved by analyzing the data with the independent 
t test procedure and the chi-square test of independence. For the variables measured on a 
categorical scale, the researcher used the chi-square test of independence to determine if each of 
the variables were independent of the variable, whether or not students lived in a content-based 
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residential hall. Using an a priori significance level of .05, five of the variables were not 
independent of the variable, whether or not students lived in a content-based residential college. 
These five variables were: (1) Whether or not the student was a resident of the state; (2) Whether 
or not the student was retained in the Fall 2016 semester; (3) Whether or not the student was 
retained in the Spring 2016 semester; (4) Whether or not the student changed curricula in the Fall 
2015 semester; and (5) Whether or not the student changed curricula in the Spring 2015 
semester.  The results of the chi-square test of independence for the other variables, Spring 2015 
retention and Fall 2016 curricula change, were not significant, indicating that these variables 
were independent of the variable, whether or not students lived in a content-based residential 
college. (See Table 17).  
Table 17   Independence of Selected Demographics Characteristics from Whether or Not 
Students at a Research University-Very High Research (RU/VH) Resided in a Content-Based 
Residential College During Their Freshman Year 
Variable df  p 
Whether or not the student was a resident of 
the state 
1 84.354 < . 001 
Fall 2016 Retention 1 12.662 < .001 
Spring 2016 Retention 1 8.619 .003 
Fall 2015 Curricula Change 1 7.603 .006 
Spring 2015 Curricula Change 1 6.758 .009 
Fall 2015 Retention 1 6.366 .012 
Spring 2016 Curricula Change 1 5.394 .020 
Spring 2015 Retention 1 3.109 .078 
Fall 2016 Curricula Change 1 1.054 .305 
Whether or Not the Student was a Resident of the State 
When the variable, whether or not the student was a resident of the state in which the 
study institution was located, was tested for independence from the variable, whether or not the 
student participated in a content-based residential college during her or his freshman year, a 
statistically significant chi-square result ((1) = 27.094, p = .000) was yielded. This means that 
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the variables were not independent. The nature of the association between the variables was such 
that a higher percentage of students that participated in a content-based residential college during 
their freshman year were not residents of the state (23.7%) in which the study institution was 
located than those that did not participate in a content-based residential college (13.2%). This 
data is presented in Table 18.  
Table 18   Comparison of Whether or Not the Student Was a Resident of the State in Which the 
Study Institution was Located by Whether or Not Students at a Research University-Very High 
Research (RU/VH) Resided in a Content-Based Residential College During Their Freshman 
Year 
Student Was a 






















Note. (1) = 84.434, p < .001 
Whether or Not the Student Was Retained in Fall 2016 
 When the variable, whether or not the student was retained in the Fall 2016 semester, was 
tested for independence from the variable, whether or not the student participated in a content-
based residential college during her or his freshman year, a statistically significant chi-square 
result ((1) = 12.662, p = .000) was yielded. This means that the variables were not independent. 
The nature of the association between the variables was such that a higher percentage of students 
that participated in a content-based residential college during their freshman year were retained 
from the fourth to fifth semester (77.9%) than those that did not participate in a content-based 
residential college during their freshman year (73.0%). This data is presented in Table 19.  
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Table 19   Comparison of Fall 2016 Retention by Whether or Not Students at a Research 
University-Very High Research (RU/VH) Resided in a Content-Based Residential College 
During Their Freshman Year 
























Note. (1) = 12.662, p < .001 
Whether or Not the Student was Retained in Spring 2016 
 When the variable, whether or not the student was retained in the Spring 2016 semester, 
was tested for independence from the variable, whether or not the student participated in a 
content-based residential college during her or his freshman year, a statistically significant chi-
square result ((1) = 8.619, p = .003) was yielded. This means that the variables were not 
independent. The nature of the association of the variables was such that a higher percentage of 
students that participated in a content-based residential college during their freshman year were 
retained from their third to fourth semester (82.7%) than those that did not participate in a 
content-based residential college during their freshman year (79.1%). This data is presented in 
Table 20.  
Table 20   Comparison of Spring 2016 Retention by Whether or Not Students at a Research 
University-Very High Research (RU/VH) Resided in a Content-Based Residential College 
During Their Freshman Year 
























Note. (1) = 8.619, p = .003 
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Whether or Not the Student Changed Curricula in Fall 2015 
 When the variable, whether or not the student changed curricula in the Fall 2015 
semester, was tested for independence from the variable, whether or not the student participated 
in a content-based residential college during her or his freshman year, a statistically significant 
chi-square result ((1) = 7.603, p = .006) was yielded. This means that the variables were not 
independent. The nature of the association between the variables was such that a higher 
percentage of students that did not participate in a content-based residential college (31.6%) 
changed their curricula than those that did live in a content-based residential college (27.2%). 
This data is presented in Table 21.   
Table 21   Comparison of Whether or Not Student Changed Curricula in Fall 2015 by Whether 
or Not Students at a Research University-Very High Research (RU/VH) Resided in a Content-
Based Residential College During Their Freshman Year 
Student Changed 
























Note. (1) = 7.603, p = .006 
Whether or Not the Student Changed Curricula in Spring 2015 
 When the variable, whether or not the student changed curricula in the Spring 2015 
semester, was tested for independence from the variable, whether or not the student participated 
in a content-based residential college during her or his freshman year, a statistically significant 
chi-square result ((1) = 6.7584, p = .009) was yielded. This means that the variables were not 
independent. The nature of the association between the variables was such that a higher 
percentage of students that did not participate in a content-based residential college changed their 
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curricula (25.2%) than those that did participate in a content-based residential college (21.7%).  
This data is presented in Table 22.  
Table 22   Comparison of Whether or Not Student Changed Curricula in Spring 2015 by 
Whether or Not Students at a Research University-Very High Research (RU/VH) Resided in a 
Content-Based Residential College During Their Freshman Year 
Student Changed 
























Note. (1) = 6.758, p = .009 
Whether or Not the Student Was Retained in Fall 2015 
 When the variable, whether or not the student was retained in the Fall 2015 semester, was 
tested for independence from the variable, whether or not the student participated in a content-
based residential college during her or his freshman year, a statistically significant chi-square 
result was yielded ((1) = 6.336, p = .012). This means that the variables were not independent. 
The nature of the association of the variables was such that a higher percentage of students that 
participated in a content-based residential college during their freshman year were retained from 
the second to third semester (86.7%) than those that did not participate in a content-based 
residential college during their freshman year (83.8%). This data is presented in Table 23.  
Table 23   Comparison of Fall 2015 Retention by Whether or Not Students at a Research 
University-Very High Research (RU/VH) Resided in a Content-Based Residential College 
During Their Freshman Year 

























Note. (1) = 6.336, p = .012 
Whether or Not the Student Changed Curricula in Spring 2016 
 When the variable, whether or not the student changed curricula in the Spring 2016 
semester, was tested for independence from the variable, whether or not the student participated 
in a content-based residential college during her or his freshman year, a statistically significant 
chi-square result ((1) = 5.394, p = .020) was yielded. This means that the variables were not 
independent. The nature of the association between the variables was such that a higher 
percentage of students that did not participate in a content-based residential college changed their 
curricula (25.2%) than those that did participate in a content-based residential college (21.7%). 
(See Table 24).  
Table 24  Comparison of Whether or Not Student Changed Curricula in Spring 2016 by Whether 
or Not Students at a Research University-Very High Research (RU/VH) Resided in a Content-
Based Residential College During Their Freshman Year 
Student Changed 
























Note. (1) = 7.603, p = .006 
 To accomplish this objective for variables that were measured on an interval scale of 
measurement, the independent t test procedure was used to determine if a difference existed 
between the group of students who did live in a content-based residential college versus the 
group of students who did not live in a content-based residential college. Using an a priori 
significance level of .05, significant differences were found in the following variables: (1) GPA 
earned in the second semester of study (Spring 2015); (2) GPA earned in the third semester of 
study (Fall 2015); and (3) GPA earned in the fourth semester of study (Spring 2016).  
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The remaining variable, GPA achieved during the first semester of study, indicating that 
it is independent of the variable, whether or not the student was enrolled in a content-based 
residential college.  
The Grade Point Averages (GPA) Achieved in Each Semester and Year of Enrollment 
The independent samples t test procedure was used to determine if a difference existed in 
the Grade Point Averages (GPA) earned each semester and at the end of each year by students 
who lived in content-based residential colleges and students who did not live in content-based 
residential colleges. Using an a priori significance level of .05, significant differences were found 
in three of the four semesters of enrollment. The first semester of study, Fall 2014, and the end of 
year GPA for the first year (2014-2015) did not yield a statistically significant result, indicating 
that these two groups of students were not found to be significantly different when examined on 
their GPA earned during their first semester and first year of study. The remaining semesters, 
Fall 2015, Spring 2016, and Spring 2015 resulted in statistically significant findings. The 2015-
2016 end of year GPA variable also yielded statistically significant findings. The nature of the 
difference was such that for all semesters/years where a difference was found, the students who 
did not participate in a content-based residential college had a higher GPA.  See Table 25.  
Number of Changes in Curricula 
The independent samples t test procedure was used to determine if a difference existed in 
the number of times students changed curricula for students who lived in content-based 
residential colleges and students who did not live in content-based residential colleges. Using an 
a priori significance level of .05, the variable, number of changes in curricula, resulted in a 
statistically significant finding. Students who lived in a content-based residential college changed 
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curricula fewer times (M = .75) than their peers who did not live in a content-based residential 
college (M = .83). The data is presented in Table 25.   
College Entrance Examination (ACT/SAT) Composite Scores 
The independent samples t test procedure was used to determine if a difference existed in 
the composite ACT score for students who lived in content-based residential colleges and 
students who did not live in content-based residential colleges. Using an a priori significance 
level of .05, the variable, ACT score, resulted in a statistically significant finding. Students who 
lived in a content-based residential college had higher ACT scores (M = 25.96) than their peers 
who did not live in a content-based residential college (M = 25.56). The data is presented in 
Table 25.  
High School GPA 
The independent samples t test procedure was used to determine if a difference existed in 
the high school GPA students reported at the time of application to the study institution for 
students who lived in content-based residential colleges and students who did not live in content-
based residential colleges. Using an a priori significance level of .05, the variable, high school 
GPA, resulted in a statistically significant finding. Students who lived in a content-based 
residential college had a lower mean GPA (M = 3.409) than their peers who did not live in a 
content-based residential college (M = 3.436). The data is presented in Table 25.   
Number of Credit Hours Earned Each Semester 
The independent samples t test procedure was also used to determine if a difference 
existed in the number of credit hours earned each semester by students who lived in content-
based residential colleges and students who did not live in content-based residential colleges. 
Using an a priori significance level of .05, no significant differences were found in each of the 
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four semesters of enrollment. The data pertaining to GPA and number of credit hours earned is 
presented in Table 25.  
Table 25  Comparison of Semester and Annual GPAs and Number of Credit Hours Earned by 
Whether or Not Students at a Research University-Very High Research (RU/VH) Resided in a 


















3.807 < .001 
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(Table 25 continued) 
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 Objective Four Results 
The fourth objective of the study was to determine if a relationship exists between the 
following selected variables and second-to-third year (fifth semester) student retention:  
a. Gender; 
b. Race; 
c. High school grade point average (GPA); 
d. College entrance examination (ACT/SAT) composite scores; 
e. Credit hours the student earned each semester of their first four semesters 
(Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
f. Overall grade point average (GPA) at the end of their first year (2014 
2015);  
g. Overall college grade point average (GPA) at the end of their second year 
(2015-2016); 
h. Whether or not the student was a resident of the state; 
i. The semester GPA achieved in each of the student’s first four semesters of 
college enrollment (Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
j. Whether or not the student changed their curricula in their second through 
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fifth semester of study; and  
k. Type of freshman housing (content-based residential college or not in a 
content-based residential college).   
The findings for this objective were achieved by analyzing the data with the chi-square 
test of independence and Pearson’s Product Moment Coefficient. Variables that were measured 
as categorical data were analyzed using the chi-square test of independence and those that were 
continuous data were analyzed using the Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient. The 
variables that were continuous included high school grade point average, college entrance 
examination (ACT) composite scores, credit hours earned in each of the first four semesters of 
enrollment, and the semester GPA earned in each of the first four semesters of enrollment. 
Davis’ Descriptors (1971) were used to describe the relationships between the variables. All of 
the 12 relationships examined were found to be statistically significant. Of the 12 examined 
relationships, seven were classified as having a moderate association and five were classified as 
having a low association (Davis, 1971). The variable that was found to have the highest 
relationship with whether or not the student was retained in the fifth semester of study was the 
2014-2015 End-of-year GPA (r = .454, p < .001) which was classified as a moderate association. 
 The Fall 2014 semester GPA (r = .431, p <.001) and Spring 2015 semester GPA (r = 
.402, p < .001) also yielded high correlations which were also classified as moderate 
associations. Other variables that had a moderate association included the Spring 2015 semester 
GPA (r = .402, p < .001) Fall 2014 earned hours (r = .386, p < .001), Spring 2015 earned hours (r 
= .366, p < .001), 2015-2016 end-of-year GPA (r = .348, p < .001), and Fall 2015 semester GPA 
(r = .300, p < .001). This data is presented in Table 26.  
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Table 26  Relationship Between Whether or Not Student was Retained in the Fifth Semester and 
Selected Personal and Academic Characteristics Resided in a Content-Based Residential College 
During Their Freshman Year  
Scale/Subscale ra n p Descriptorb 
2014-2015 End GPA .454 5542 < .001 Moderate Association 
Fall 2014 Semester GPA .431 5542 < .001 Moderate Association 
Spring 2015 Semester GPA .402 5253 < .001 Moderate Association 
Fall 2014 Earned Hours .386 5542 < .001 Moderate Association 
Spring 2015 Earned Hours .366 5253 < .001 Moderate Association 
2015-2016 End GPA .348 4772 < .001 Moderate Association 
Fall 2015 Semester GPA .300 4685 < .001 Moderate Association 
Fall 2015 Earned Hours .295 4685 < .001 Low Association 
Spring 2016 Semester GPA .290 4433 < .001 Low Association 
Spring 2016 Earned Hours .277 4433 < .001 Low Association 
High School GPA .175 5542 < .001 Low Association 
ACT Score .139 5541 < .001 Low Association 
a. Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation.  
b. Davis’ Descriptors (1971): .00 to .09 = Negligible Association, .10 to .29 = Low Association, 
.30 to .49 = Moderate Association, .50 to .69 = Substantial Association, and .70 or higher = Very 
Strong Association  
The remaining variables were measured on a categorical scale: (1) gender, (2) race; and 
(3) whether or not the student was a resident of the state in which the study institution was 
located. To analyze these variables, the researcher used the chi-square test of independence to 
determine if each of the variables were independent of the variable, whether or not students were 
retained from the second to third year, or fifth semester, of study. Using an a priori significance 
level of .05, the variable, whether or not the student was a resident of the state in which the study 
institution was located, was not independent of the variable, whether or not students were 
retained from the second to third year of study. This yielded a statistically significant finding 
((1) = 27.094, p < .001). The variable, race, also produced a statistically significant finding 
((1) = 33.528, p < .001). However, the variable, gender, was independent ((1) = .033, p = 
.855) of the variable, whether or not the student would be retained in the fifth semester of study.  
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Whether or Not the Student Was a Resident of the State 
When the variable, whether or not the student was a resident of the state in which the 
study institution was located, was tested for independence from the variable, whether or not the 
student was retained in the fifth semester of study, a statistically significant chi-square result 
((1) = 27.094, p < .001) was yielded. This means that the variables were not independent. The 
nature of the association between the variables was such that a higher percentage of students who 
were residents of the state in which the study institution was located were retained (75.5%) than 
those who were not residents of the state in which the study institution was located (67.2%). This 
data is presented in Table 27. 
Table 27  Comparison of Whether or Not the Student Was a Resident of the State in Which the 
Study Institution was Located by Whether or Not Students at a Research University-Very High 
Research (RU/VH) Were Retained in the Fifth Semester of Study  
Student Was 
Retained in the Fifth 
Semester 
Resident of the State in Which Study 





















Note. (1) = 27.094, p < .001 
Gender 
When the variable, gender, was tested for independence from the variable, whether or not 
the student was retained in the fifth semester of study, a statistically significant chi-square result 
((1) = .033, p = .855) was not found. This means that the variables were independent, meaning 
that gender did not serve as a predictor of retention in the fifth semester of study. This data is 
presented in Table 28.  
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Table 28  Comparison of Gender by Whether or Not Students at a Research University-Very 
High Research (RU/VH) Were Retained in the Fifth Semester of Study  
Student Was 























Note. (1) = .033, p = .855 
Race 
To examine the impact of race on whether or not the student was retained in the fifth 
semester, two of the race categories had insufficient numbers to be included in the analysis. 
These categories were American Indian or Alaskan Native and Native Hawaiian or other Pacific 
Islander and they were eliminated from the chi-square test analysis. When the variable, race, was 
tested for independence from the variable, whether or not the student was retained in the fifth 
semester of study, a statistically significant chi-square result ((1) =  33.528, p < .001) was 
found. This means that the variables were not independent. The nature of the association between 
the variables was such that a higher percentage of students who identified as Asian were retained 
(78.4%) as compared with the overall percentage (74.3%). The group of students who identified 
as Black (65.7%) deviated most from the overall percentage (74.3%). A higher percentage of 
students who identified as Black tended not to be retained in the fifth semester, whereas a higher 





Table 29  Comparison of Race by Whether or Not Students at a Research University-Very High 
Research (RU/VH) Were Retained in the Fifth Semester of Study 
Student Was 



























































Note. (1) = 33.528, p < .001. There were 36 missing cases.  
Number of Times Student Changed Curricula by Semester 
The variable, number of times the student changed curricula each semester, was tested for 
independence from the variable, whether or not the student was retained in the fifth semester of 
study, a statistically significant chi-square result was yielded for the Spring 2015 ((1) = 11.011, 
p < .001), Fall 2015 ((1) = 15.3231, p < .001), and Spring 2016 ((1) =  8.118, p = .004) 
semesters. This means that the variables were not independent. The nature of the association 
between the variables was such that a higher percentage of students who did not change curricula 
were retained than those who did change curricula. A statistically significant result was not 
yielded for the Fall 2016 semester ((1) = .279, p = .597). This data is presented in Tables 30-32.  
Table 30  Comparison of Spring 2015 Changes in Curricula by Whether or Not Students at a 
Research University-Very High Research (RU/VH) Were Retained in the Fifth Semester of 
Study  
Student Was 
Retained in the Fifth 
Semester 
Spring 2015 Curricula Change 




















Note. (1) = 11.011, p < .001 
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Table 31  Comparison of Fall 2015 Changes in Curricula by Whether or Not Students at a 
Research University-Very High Research (RU/VH) Were Retained in the Fifth Semester of 
Study  
Student Was 
Retained in the Fifth 
Semester 
Fall 2015 Curricula Change 




















Note. (1) = 15.3231, p < .001 
Table 32  Comparison of Spring 2016 Changes in Curricula by Whether or Not Students at a 
Research University-Very High Research (RU/VH) Were Retained in the Fifth Semester of 
Study  
Student Was 
Retained in the Fifth 
Semester 
Spring 2016 Curricula Change 




















Note. (1) =  8.118, p = .004 
Objective Five Results 
The fifth objective of this study was to determine if a model existed that significantly 
increased the researcher’s ability to correctly classify students on their retention from the second 
to third year, or fifth semester, of study among undergraduate students at a research university-
very high research (RU/VH) in the Southern region of the United States from the following 
measures:   
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a. Type of freshman housing (content-based residential college or elsewhere); 
b. Gender;  
c. Race; 
d. High school grade point average (GPA); 
e. College entrance examination (ACT/SAT) composite scores; 
f. Credit hours the student earned during their first semester of enrollment (Fall 2014);  
g. The semester GPA achieved in the first semester of college enrollment (Fall 2014); and 
h. Whether or not the student was a resident of the state.  
To accomplish this objective, the multiple discriminant analysis statistical technique was 
used. The multiple discriminant analysis procedure requires that all independent variables 
entered into the model must be on a continuous scale of measurement (interval or ratio) or must 
be coded as a dichotomous variable and requires the dependent variable to be measured on a 
categorical scale. The dependent variable of this study was whether or not the student remained 
enrolled in the research institution in the beginning of the third year, or fifth semester of study. 
The independent variables for the study were entered into the model as either continuous 
variables or as binary-coded (dichotomous) variables. The independent variables in this category 
were coded for the analysis as outlined below:  
a. Type of freshman housing (content-based residential college or not in a 
content based residential college): This was coded as follows: If the student resided in a content-
based residential college, it will be coded as 1, if the student did not reside in a content-based 
residential college, it was coded as 0.  
b. Gender: This was coded as female = 0; male = 1.  
c. Race: Each of the racial variables were coded as a binary variable and 
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each subject was categorized by either possessing the trait or not possessing the trait. For 
example, a variable was created for the Caucasian race in which the subjects were classified as 
either possessing the trait of being Caucasian, coded as 1, or not possessing the trait of 
Caucasian, coded as 0. This was repeated for each of the other racial categories. The race 
categories of American Indian or Alaskan Native and Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 
were not included in this analysis due to insufficient numbers.  
d. High school grade point average (GPA): This was measured as a 
continuous variable.  
e. College entrance examination (ACT/SAT) composite scores: This was 
measured as a continuous variable. 
f. Credit hours the student earned in the first semester: This was measured as 
a continuous variable. 
g. The semester GPA achieved in the first semester of college enrollment: 
This was measured as a continuous variable.  
h. Whether or not the student is retained in the fifth semester of college: If 
the student was retained in college in the fifth semester of college, it was coded as 1, and if the 
student was not retained, it was coded as 0; and 
i. Whether or not the student was a resident of the state in which the study 
institution was located: If the student was a resident of the state in which the study institution 
was located, it was coded as 1 and if the student was not a resident of the state in which the study 
institution was located, it was coded as 0. 
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Step One of Discriminant Analysis 
 The first step in conducting the discriminant analysis was to examine the independent 
variables that were to be included in the analysis for the existence of multicollinearity. 
Multicollinearity occurs when there are high correlations between predictor variables. No excess 
multicollinearity was found in the data.  
Step Two of Discriminant Analysis 
 The second step in conducting the discriminant analysis was to compare the two groups 
of students: those that were retained in the fifth semester of college versus those that were not 
retained in the fifth semester of college. This was accomplished by comparing the means of each 
independent variable by category of the dependent variable, whether or not the student was 
retained in the fifth semester of college.  
 Using an a priori significance level of .05, eight of the independent variables had 
statistically significant group means. Among the eight variables for which statistically significant 
group means were identified, seven variables were found to have higher means for the students 
that were retained versus the students that were not retained. These seven variables include: (1) 
Fall 2014 GPA; (2) Fall 2014 earned hours; (3) High School GPA; (4) ACT score; (5) Whether 
or not the student was a resident of the state in which the study institution was located; (6) Race 
–White; and (7) Whether or not the student lived in a content-based residential college. The one 
remaining variable that yielded a statistically significant result but did not result in higher group 
means for students that were retained were: (1) Race—Black. The means of the groups for the 
remaining variables did not show a statistically significant difference. The means and standard 
deviations, including F-ratio values and probability values are listed in Table 33.    
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Table 33  Comparison of Discriminating Values, Variable Means, Standard Deviations, and F-
ratios in the Derived Exploratory Discriminant Model by Retention Status for Students Who 
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F-ratio df1 df2 p 





1262.393 1 5525 < 
.001 





965.380 1 5525 < 
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16.379 1 5525 < 
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.042 1 5525 .838 
Step Three of Discriminant Analysis 
 In the third step of the discriminant analysis, the researcher examined the computed 
standardized canonical discriminant function coefficients. The centroids for the groups were 
determined to be -.856 for the students that were not retained and .297 for the students that were 
retained in the fifth semester of enrollment. A total of five independent variables entered the 
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discriminant model yielding an overall canonical correlation of Rc = .451. These five variables 
were:  
1. The number of hours earned in the Fall 2014 semester;  
2.  The GPA earned in the Fall 2014 semester; 
3. Whether or not the student lived in the state in which the study institution was 
located; 
4. Whether or not the student lived in a content-based residential college in the Fall 
2014 semester; and 
5. Gender.  
The variable that entered the discriminant model first and had the strongest effect on the 
dependent variable, whether or not the student was retained in the fifth semester, was the number 
of hours earned in the Fall 2014 semester. This variable had the highest standardized 
discriminant function coefficient ( = .814). The nature of the influence of the number of credits 
hours earned in the Fall 2014 semester on whether or not the student was retained in the fifth 
semester (the dependent variable) was such that having a higher quantity of hours earned in the 
first semester of enrollment (Fall 2014) increased the likelihood of being retained to the fifth 
semester of study.  
The variable that entered the discriminant model second was the GPA achieved in the 
first semester of study (Fall 2014). The standardized canonical discriminant function coefficient 
was  = .806 and the nature of the influence on whether or not the student was retained in the 
fifth semester of study was such that having a higher GPA increased the likelihood that the 
student was retained to the fifth semester of study.  
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The variable that entered the discriminant model third was the whether or not the student 
was a resident of the state in which the study institution was located. The standardized canonical 
discriminant function coefficient was  = .803 and the nature of the influence on whether or not 
the student was retained in the fifth semester of study was such that being a resident of the state 
in which the study institution was located increased the likelihood that the student was retained 
to the fifth semester of study.  
The variable that entered the discriminant model fourth was whether or not the student 
lived in a content-based residential college. The standardized canonical discriminant function 
coefficient was  = .799 and the nature of the influence on whether or not the student was 
retained in the fifth semester of study was such that participating in a content-based residential 
college increased the likelihood that the student was retained to the fifth semester of study.  
The variable that entered the discriminant model fifth was gender. The standardized 
canonical discriminant function coefficient was  = .797 and the nature of the influence on 
whether or not the student was retained in the fifth semester of study was such that being male 
increased the likelihood that the student was retained to the fifth semester of study.  
In addition to examining the standardized discriminant function coefficients, the 
researcher also examined the within-group structure coefficients. The structure correlations 
provide the consumer of the research with a bivariate measure of the relationship between each 
of the independent variables and discriminant score computed for each subject from the variables 
that entered the significant discriminant model. A substantively significant structure correlation 
is considered to be any coefficient that is half or greater than the magnitude of the highest 
structure correlation. Therefore, any structure correlation of .474 (half the value of .947, which 
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was the highest structure correlation in this study) or higher was considered substantively 
meaningful in this analysis.  
There were two independent variables that were found to have structure correlations that 
met this criterion. They were:  
1. GPA earned in the first semester of enrollment (Fall 2014); and 
2. The number of credit hours earned in the Fall 2014 semester.    
Three of the five independent variables that entered the discriminant model were found to 
have structure coefficients that did not meet the criterion for substantive significance. These 
variables included: Ten of the eleven independent variables that were found to have structure 
correlations did not enter the discriminant model. These three variables were: (1) Whether or not 
the student was a resident of the state in which the study institution was located (s = .137); (2) 
Whether or not the student lived in a content-based residential college (s = .098); and (3) Gender 
(s = -.005).  The data in Table 34 is a summary of the data for the discriminant analysis of the 
derived model.  
Table 34  Summary Data for Stepwise Multiple Discriminant Analysis of the Exploratory Model 
for Retention Status of Students at a Research University-Very High Research (RU/VH) 
University in the Southern Region of the United States 
Discriminating Variables  a s b 
Discriminant Functions 
Group Centroids 
Fall 2014 GPA .747 .947 Not Retained       -.856 
Fall 2014  
Earned Hours 
.311 .828 Retained                .297 
Whether or not the student was a 
resident of the state 
.169 .137  
Whether or not the student lived in a 
content-based residential college 
.130 .098  
Gender .115 -.005  
High School GPA C
 .383  
ACT score c .259  
Race—Black  c -.164  
(Table 34 continued) 
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(Table 34 continued) 
Discriminating Variables  a s b 
Discriminant Functions 
Group Centroids 
Race—White c .139  
Race—Asian c .030  
Race—Hispanic c -.027  









Note. N = 5527 
a.  = standardized discriminant function coefficient 
b. s = within group structure coefficient 
 c Did not enter the discriminant model as a significant predictor 
e. Rc = canonical correlation coefficient 
 Step Four of Discriminant Analysis 
 For the last step of the discriminant analysis, the researcher examined the correctly 
classified cases. As shown in Table 35, the model correctly classified 73.4% of original grouped 
cases. The Tau statistic is used to determine the substantive significance of the percent of 
correctly classified cases. The rule of thumb is that to be meaningful, the model should show a 
25% improvement over chance. For a two category dependent variable, this would be 62.5% of 
cases correctly classified. Since the measure in this analysis is 73.4% the derived model yields 
both a statistically and substantively significant model. 
Table 35  Retention Status of Students Who Entered a Research University-Very High Research 






Not Retained        Retained 
n                                n 
%                              % 
Not Retained 
 837                            884 
58.6%                        21.5% 
Retained 
 592                            3229 
41.4%                        78.5% 
Total 
 1429                           4113 
100%                          100% 
Note. Percent of cases correctly classified: 73.4%; n = 5527 
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CHAPTER 5: SUMMARY 
Summary of Purpose and Objectives 
 The primary purpose of this study was to determine the influence of participation in a 
content-based residential college and selected academic and personal demographic 
characteristics on the second-to-third year retention of traditional-age, first-time freshman 
students at a research university-very high (RU/VH) in the Southern region of the United States. 
The dependent variable of the study was whether or not the traditional-age, first-time freshman 
students remained enrolled at the study institution at the beginning of the fifth semester, or 
second to third year, of study.  
The following specific objectives were formulated to guide this research:  
1. The first objective of this study was to describe incoming undergraduate students 
residing in content-based residential colleges who were admitted and enrolled for the Fall 2014 
semester as defined by their payment of fees and inclusion in the 14th class day count at a 
research university-very high research (RU/VH) in the southern region of the United States on 
the following selected characteristics:  
a. Gender; 
b. Race; 
c. High school grade point average (GPA); 
d. College entrance examination (ACT/SAT) composite scores; 
e. Credit hours the student earned each semester of their first four semesters 
(Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
f. Overall grade point average (GPA) at the end of their first year (2014-2015); 
and at the end of their second year (2015-2016); 
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g. Whether or not the student was a resident of the state; 
h. The semester GPA achieved in each of the student’s first four semesters of 
college enrollment (Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
i. Whether or not the student was retained in the university in each of their 
second through fifth semesters of study;  
j. Whether or not the student changed their curricula in their second through 
fifth semester of study; and 
k. The number of times the student changed curricula in their second through 
fifth semester of study.  
2. The second objective of this study was to describe incoming undergraduate students 
who did not live in residential colleges and were admitted and enrolled for the Fall 2014 
semester as defined by their payment of fees and inclusion in the 14th class day count at a 
research university-very high research (RU/VH) in the southern region of the United States on 
the following selected characteristics: 
a. Gender; 
b. Race; 
c. High school grade point average (GPA); 
d. College entrance examination (ACT/SAT) composite scores; 
e. Credit hours the student earned each semester of their first four semesters 
(Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
f. Overall grade point average (GPA) at the end of their first year (2014-2015);  
g. Overall college grade point average (GPA) at the end of their second year 
(2015-2016); 
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h. Whether or not the student was a resident of the state; 
i. The semester GPA achieved in each of the student’s first four semesters of 
college enrollment (Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
j. Whether or not the student was retained in the university in each of their 
second through fifth semesters of study;  
k. Whether or not the student changed their curricula in their second through 
fifth semester of study; and 
l. The number of times the student changed curricula in their second through 
fifth semester of study.  
3. The third objective of this study was to compare incoming college freshmen who 
lived in a content-based residential college with those who did not live in a content-based 
residential college, on the following selected measures: 
a. Gender; 
b. Race; 
c. High school grade point average (GPA); 
d. College entrance examination (ACT/SAT) composite scores; 
e. Credit hours the student earned each semester of their first four semesters 
(Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
f. Overall grade point average (GPA) at the end of their first year (2014-2015);  
g. Overall college grade point average (GPA) at the end of their second year 
(2015-2016); 
h. Whether or not the student was a resident of the state; 
i. The semester GPA achieved in each of the student’s first four semesters of 
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college enrollment (Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
j. Whether or not the student was retained in the university in each of their 
second through fifth semesters of study;  
k. Whether or not the student changed their curricula in each of their second 
through fifth semester of study; and 
l. The number of times the student changed curricula in their second through 
fifth semester of study.  
4. The fourth objective of the study was to determine if a relationship existed between 
the following selected variables and second-to-third year (fifth semester) student retention:  
a. Gender; 
b. Race; 
c. High school grade point average (GPA); 
d. College entrance examination (ACT/SAT) composite scores; 
e. Credit hours the student earned each semester of their first four semesters 
(Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
f. Overall grade point average (GPA) at the end of their first year (2014-2015);  
g. Overall college grade point average (GPA) at the end of their second year 
(2015-2016); 
h. Whether or not the student was a resident of the state; 
i. The semester GPA achieved in each of the student’s first four semesters of 
college enrollment (Fall 2014, Spring 2015, Fall 2015, and Spring 2016);  
j. Whether or not the student was retained in the university in each of their 
second through fifth semesters of study;  
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k. Whether or not the student changed their curricula in each of their second 
through fifth semester of study;  
l. The number of times the student changed curricula in their second through 
fifth semester of study; and  
m. Type of freshman housing (content-based residential college or not in a 
content-based residential college).   
5. The fifth objective of this study was to determine if a model existed that significantly 
increased the researcher’s ability to correctly classify students on their retention from the second 
to third year, or fifth semester, of study among undergraduate students at a research university-
very high research (RU/VH) in the Southern region of the United States from the following 
measures:   
a. Type of freshman housing (content-based residential college or elsewhere); 
b. Gender;  
c. Race; 
d. High school grade point average (GPA); 
e. College entrance examination (ACT/SAT) composite scores; 
f. Credit hours the student earned during their first semester of enrollment (Fall 
2014);  
g. The semester GPA achieved in the first semester of college enrollment (Fall 
2014); and 
h. Whether or not the student was a resident of the state.  
 109 
Summary of Methodology 
The target population for this study was defined as traditional-age, first-time college 
freshmen who enrolled in a research university-very high research activity (RU/VH) in the 
South. The accessible population was defined as traditional age, first-time college freshmen who 
enrolled in one selected research university-very high research activity (RU/VH) in the 2014-
2015 academic year. The researcher identified all traditional-age, first-time freshmen who were 
admitted and enrolled in the study institution for the Fall 2014 semester from the database of the 
study institution’s Office of the University Registrar. The researcher defined a “first-time, 
traditional age freshman” as one who had recently graduated high school and/or never enrolled 
or attended another university. The accessible population was 5,542 admitted first-time freshman 
students. The sample was defined as 100% of the accessible population. Therefore, there were 
5,542 students that were selected as the sample for the study. Of the 5,542 students, 1,363 lived 
in content-based residential colleges and 4,179 did not live in content-based residential colleges.  
The instrument that was used to collect data for this study consisted of a researcher-
designed, computerized recording form. The specific variables that were measured were selected 
based on the review of the related literature and the information that was obtained from the 
Office of the University Registrar and the Residential Colleges Annual Report. All variable 
information needed for this study was downloaded from these databases into a file which served 
as the research instrument.  
Permission for this study was granted from the Institutional Review Board (IRB). The 
researcher applied for and was granted an Exemption from Institutional Oversight from the IRB. 
Computer assistance compiling data was requested from and approved by the Office of the 
University Registrar.  
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Summary of Major Findings 
 The major findings of this study are presented by objective. 
Objective One 
 The first objective of this study was to describe incoming undergraduate students residing 
in content-based residential colleges who were admitted and enrolled for the Fall 2014 semester 
as defined by their payment of fees and inclusion in the 14th class day count at a research 
university-very high research (RU/VH) in the southern region of the United States on selected 
characteristics.  
 Of the 1,373 students who resided in a content-based residential college beginning in the 
Fall 2014 semester, more male students (58%) than female students (42%) lived in a content-
based residential college. The majority of the students self-identified as being White (71.0%) and 
the second largest group of students identified themselves as Black or African-American 
(14.6%). The majority of the students (76.30%) were residents of the state in which the study 
institution was located.  
 The mean high school GPA for the 1,373 students who lived in a content-based 
residential college in the Fall 2014 was 3.40 (SD = .370). The high school GPAs for these 
students ranged from a low of 2.29 to a high of 4.00. The range of GPAs from 3.25—3.49 
contained the highest number of scores (n = 302).  
 At the study institution, all applicants are required to submit a college entrance 
examination score report. The mean composite score on the ACT for students who lived in a 
content-based residential college was 25.96 (SD = 3.347). The scores ranged from a low of 18 to 
a high of 36.  
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 Another variable, credit hours earned each semester, was used to describe the academic 
progress of students enrolled in content-based residential colleges. In the Fall 2014, for the 1,373 
students enrolled in content-based residential colleges, the mean number of credit hours earned 
was 12.90 (SD = 3.462), with the lowest number of credit hours earned being 0 and the highest 
number of credit hours earned being 18. When observed by the number of hours earned each 
semester, the range that contained the largest number of scores was 15-17 (n = 579).   
 For students that lived in a content-based residential college, the cumulative GPA at the 
end of their first year of study was another measured variable. Of the 1,373 students who lived in 
a content-based residential college in the Fall of 2014, the mean GPA was 2.89 (SD = .769). The 
lowest GPA was 0.00 and highest GPA was 4.0. Of the 1,373 students who lived in a content-
based residential college in the Fall of 2014, 1,211 were observed at the completion of the 
second year of study. The mean GPA was 2.96 (SD = .606). The lowest GPA was 0.00 and 
highest GPA was 4.127.  
 Whether or not the student was retained in the fifth semester of college was another 
variable used to describe students that lived in a content-based residential college in the Fall of 
2014. In the Fall 2014 semester, 1,373 students described themselves as residing in a content-
based residential college. Of the 1,373 students that lived in a content-based residential college in 
the Fall 2014 semester, 1,086 (79.1%) of students were retained in their fifth semester of college 
enrollment, whereas 287 (20.9%) students did not earn a GPA in their fifth semester of college 
enrollment.  
Objective Two 
The second objective of this study was to describe incoming undergraduate students who 
did not live in residential colleges and were admitted and enrolled for the Fall 2014 semester as 
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defined by their payment of fees and inclusion in the 14th class day count at a research 
university-very high research (RU/VH) in the southern region of the United States on selected 
characteristics.  
 Of the 4,169 students who did not reside in a content-based residential college beginning 
in the Fall 2014 semester, more female students (57.9%) than male students (42.1%) did not live 
in a content-based residential college. Though twelve students did not respond, the majority of 
the students self-identified as being White (74.1%) and the second largest group of students 
identified themselves as Black or African-American (11.6%). The majority of the students 
(86.80%) were residents of the state in which the study institution was located.  
 The high school grade point averages (GPA) were defined as the grade point average for 
all courses required for admission into a Research University (RU/VH) institution in the southern 
region of the United States. The mean high school GPA for these students was 3.44 (SD = .411). 
The academic GPAs for these students ranged from a low of 2.08 to a high of 4.00.  The range of 
GPAs from 3.5-3.749 contained the highest number of scores (n = 900).  
 At the study institution, all applicants are required to submit a college entrance 
examination score report. The mean composite score on the ACT for students who did not live in 
a content-based residential college was 25.56 (SD = 3.496). The scores ranged from a low of 14 
to a high of 36. One student’s score was not reported.   
 Another variable, credit hours earned each semester, was used to describe the academic 
progress of students enrolled and not living in a content-based residential college. In the Fall 
2014, for the 4,169 students who were not enrolled in a content-based residential college, the 
mean number of credit hours earned was 12.77 (SD = 3.460), with the lowest number of credit 
hours earned being 0 and the highest number of credit hours earned being 19.  
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 For students that did not live in a content-based residential college, the cumulative GPA 
at the end of their first year of study was another measured variable. Of the 4,169 students who 
did not live in a content-based residential college in the Fall of 2014, the mean GPA was 2.92 
(SD = .817). The lowest GPA was 0.00 and highest GPA was 4.0. Of the 4,169 students who did 
not live in a content-based residential college in the Fall of 2014, 3,561 were observed at the 
completion of the second year of study, meaning that 608 students were not retained. The mean 
GPA was 3.04 (SD = .635). The lowest GPA was 0.00 and highest GPA was 4.164.
 Whether or not the student was retained in the fifth semester of college was another 
variable used to describe students that lived in a content-based residential college in the Fall of 
2014. Of the 4,169 students that did not live in a content-based residential college, 3,078 (73.8%) 
students earned a GPA in the Fall 2016 semester, their fifth semester of college enrollment, 
whereas 1,091 (26.2%) students did not earn a GPA in their fifth semester of college enrollment. 
Objective Three 
 The third objective of this study was to compare incoming college freshmen who lived in 
a content-based residential college with those who did not live in a content-based residential 
college on selected measures.  
 When the variable, whether or not the student was a resident of the state in which the 
study institution was located, was tested for independence from the variable, whether or not the 
student participated in a content-based residential college during her or his freshman year, a 
statistically significant chi-square result ((1) = 27.094, p < .001) was yielded. The nature of the 
association between the variables was such that a higher percentage of students that participated 
in a content-based residential college during their freshman year were residents of the state 
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(76.3%) than those that participated in a content-based residential college and were a nonresident 
of the state in which the study institution was located (23.72%).  
 When the variable, whether or not the student was retained in the Fall 2016 semester, was 
tested for independence from the variable, whether or not the student participated in a content-
based residential college during her or his freshman year, a statistically significant chi-square 
result ((1) = 12.662, p < .001) was yielded. The nature of the association between the variables 
was such that a higher percentage of students that participated in a content-based residential 
college during their freshman year were retained from the fourth to fifth semester (77.9%) than 
those that did not participate in a content-based residential college during their freshman year 
(73.0%). 
 When the variable, whether or not the student was retained in the Spring 2016 semester, 
was tested for independence from the variable, whether or not the student participated in a 
content-based residential college during her or his freshman year, a statistically significant chi-
square result ((1) = 8.619, p = .003) was yielded. The nature of the association of the variables 
was such that a higher percentage of students that participated in a content-based residential 
college during their freshman year were retained from their third to fourth semester (82.7%) than 
those that did not participate in a content-based residential college during their freshman year 
(79.1%). 
 When the variable, whether or not the student changed curricula in the Fall 2015 
semester, was tested for independence from the variable, whether or not the student participated 
in a content-based residential college during her or his freshman year, a statistically significant 
chi-square result ((1) = 7.603, p = .006) was yielded. The nature of the association between the 
variables was such that a higher percentage of students that participated in a content-based 
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residential college during their freshman year did not change their curricula (72.8%) than those 
that did not participate in a content-based residential college during their freshman year (68.4%) 
 When the variable, whether or not the student changed curricula in the Spring 2016 
semester, was tested for independence from the variable, whether or not the student participated 
in a content-based residential college during her or his freshman year, a statistically significant 
chi-square result ((1) = 5.394, p = .020) was yielded. The nature of the association between the 
variables was such that a higher percentage of students that participated in a content-based 
residential college during their freshman year did not change their curricula (78.3%) than those 
that did not participate in a content-based residential college during their freshman year (74.8%). 
 When the variable, whether or not the student was retained in the Fall 2015 semester, was 
tested for independence from the variable, whether or not the student participated in a content-
based residential college during her or his freshman year, a statistically significant chi-square 
result was yielded ((1) = 6.336, p = .012). The nature of the association of the variables was 
such that a higher percentage of students that participated in a content-based residential college 
during their freshman year were retained from the second to third semester (86.7%) than those 
that did not participate in a content-based residential college during their freshman year (83.8%). 
 To accomplish this objective for variables that were measured on an interval scale of 
measurement, the independent t test procedure was used. Using an a priori significance level of 
.05, significant differences were found in the following variables: (1) GPA earned in the second 
semester of study (Spring 2015); (2) GPA earned in the third semester of study (Fall 2015); and 
(3) GPA earned in the fourth semester of study (Spring 2016). The remaining variable, GPA 
achieved during the first semester of study, indicating that it was not independent of the variable, 
whether or not the student was enrolled in a content-based residential college.  
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The independent samples t test procedure was used to determine if a difference existed in 
the Grade Point Averages (GPA) earned each semester by students who lived in content-based 
residential colleges and students who did not live in content-based residential colleges. Using an 
a priori significance level of .05, significant differences were found in three of the four semesters 
of enrollment. The first semester of study, Fall 2014, and the end of year GPA for the first year 
(2014-2015) did not yield a statistically significant result, indicating that the two groups of 
students were not found to be significantly different when examined by their GPA earned during 
their first semester and first year of study. The remaining semesters, Fall 2015, Spring 2016, and 
Spring 2015 resulted in statistically significant findings. The 2015-2016 end of year GPA 
variable also yielded statistically significant findings. The nature of the difference was such that 
for all semesters where a difference was found, the students who did not participate in a content-
based residential college had a higher GPA.  
The independent samples t test procedure was also used to determine if a difference 
existed in the number of credit hours earned each semester by students who lived in content-
based residential colleges and students who did not live in content-based residential colleges. 
Using an a priori significance level of .05, no significant differences were found in each of the 
four semesters of enrollment. 
Objective Four 
 The fourth objective of the study was to determine if a relationship existed between 
selected variables and second-to-third year (fifth semester) student retention. Of the 15 variables 
that were compared, 14 were found to be statistically significant as they were not independent of 
the variable, whether or not the student was retained in the fifth semester of study, using an a 
priori significance level of .05. These variables were:  
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1. GPA achieved at the end of the first year of study (2014-2015); 
2. GPA achieved at the conclusion of the first semester of study (Fall 2014); 
3. GPA achieved at the conclusion of the second semester of study (Spring 2015); 
4. Number of credit hours earned in the first semester of study (Fall 2014); 
5. Number of credit hours earned in the second semester of study (Spring 2015); 
6. GPA achieved at the end of the second year of study (2015-2016); 
7. GPA achieved at the conclusion of the third semester of study (Fall 2015); 
8. Number of credit hours earned in the third semester of study (Fall 2015); 
9. GPA achieved at the conclusion of the fourth semester of study (Spring 2016); 
10. Number of credit hours earned in the fourth semester of study (Spring 2016); 
11. High school GPA;  
12. ACT score; 
13. Race; and 
14. Whether or not the student was a resident of the state in which the study institution was 
located.  
The findings for this objective were achieved by analyzing the data with the chi-square 
test of independence and Pearson’s correlation coefficient.  When examining the relationship 
between whether or not the student was retained in the fifth semester of study, the variable 2014-
2015 End GPA yielded the highest correlation (r = .454, p < .001). Using Davis’ Descriptors 
Scale (1971), the correlation between 2014-2015 end GPA and whether or not the student was 
retained in the fifth semester of study was described as a “moderate association.” Other variables 
that had a moderate association included the Fall 2014 semester GPA (r = .431, p < .001), Spring 
2015 semester GPA (r = .431, p < .001), Fall 2014 earned hours (r = .386, p < .001), Spring 2015 
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earned hours (r = .366, p < .001), 2015-2016 GPA (r = .348, p < .001), and Fall 2015 semester 
GPA (r = .300, p < .001). According to the Davis’ Descriptors (1971), five variables were 
categorized as having a “low association.” Those variables included Fall 2015 earned hours (r = 
.295, p < .001), Spring 2016 GPA (r = .290, p <.001), Spring 2016 semester earned hours (r = 
.277, p < .001), high school GPA (r = .175, p < .001), and ACT score (r = .139, p < .001).  
 Three variables were measured on a categorical scale: (1) gender, (2) race and (3) 
whether or not the student was a resident of the state in which the study institution was located. 
To analyze these variables, the researcher used the chi-square procedure to determine if each of 
the variables were independent of the variable, whether or not students were retained from the 
second to third year, or fifth semester, of study. Using an a priori significance level of .05, the 
variable, whether or not the student was a resident of the state in which the study institution was 
located, was not independent of the variable, whether or not students were retained from the 
second to third year of study. This yielded a statistically significant finding ((1) = 27.094, p < 
.001). The variable, gender, was independent of the variable and did not yield a statically 
significant finding ((1) = .033, p = .855), meaning that gender did not predict whether or not 
the student would be retained in the fifth semester of study. 
Objective Five 
 The fifth and final objective of this study was to determine if a model existed that 
significantly increased the researcher’s ability to correctly classify students on their retention 
from the second to third year, or fifth semester, of study among undergraduate students at a 
research university-very high research (RU/VH) in the Southern region of the United States. A 
total of five independent variables entered the discriminant model yielding an overall canonical 
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correlation of Rc = .451. The combination of these variables in the exploratory model correctly 
classified 73.4% of the original grouped cases. These five variables were:  
1. The number of hours earned in the Fall 2014 semester;  
2.  The GPA earned in the Fall 2014 semester; 
3. Whether or not the student lived in the state in which the study institution was located; 
4. Whether or not the student lived in a content-based residential college in the Fall 2014 
semester; and 
5. Gender.  
Conclusions, Implications, and Recommendations 
Based on the findings from this study, the researcher recommends the following conclusions, 
implications, and recommendations:  
Conclusion One 
1. The gender composition of the students who lived in content-based residential colleges 
was considerably different from the gender composition of the students who did not live in a 
content-based residential college.  
This conclusion is based on the findings that of the 1,373 students that lived in a content-
based residential college, 577 (42%) were female and 796 (58%) were male, whereas of the 
4,169 students that did not live in a content-based residential college, 2,413 (57.9%) were female 
and 1,756 (42.1%) were male.  
Several possible explanations exist for the disparity of gender composition between the 
group of students who lived in a content-based residential college and the group of students who 
did not live in a content-based residential college. Each residential college has an academic 
focus, such as business, science, or engineering, and as such, some academic programs are more 
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male or female dominated, depending upon the program of study. For example, the College of 
Engineering tends to be a more male dominated field, and as such, this may be reflected in their 
content-based residential college.   
Additionally, of all the traditional residential halls available to students, there is one that 
is reserved for females only. This residential hall features 540 bed spaces for incoming female 
freshman. There is not a residential hall reserved specifically for male students. This residential 
hall is highly sought after by female students, and could be attractive to parents of female 
freshman who want their daughters to live in a female-only residential hall. Because of this, the 
group of potential content-based residential hall female residents is smaller than potential male 
residents.  
Based on these findings and the conclusions from this study, the researcher recommends 
further research in the form of focus groups with both groups of female students, those that chose 
to live in a content-based residential college and those that did not choose to live in a content-
based residential college with the aim of identifying specific reasons that lead females to make 
the decision to reside (or not to reside) in content-based residential colleges.  
Beyond further research, the researcher recommends increasing recruitment efforts 
toward the goal of getting more females to select content-based residential colleges. 
Additionally, recruitment efforts should be made to increase gender diversity in historically male 
dominated fields. In fact, if this goal were accomplished, the increased numbers of females 
residing in content-based residential colleges might logically follow.  
Conclusion Two 
2. The greatest student attrition occurred between the second and third semesters of study.  
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This conclusion is based on the findings that for the students who lived in a content-based 
residential college, the greatest student attrition (9.0%) occurred between the Spring 2015 and 
Fall 2015 semesters. For students that did not live in a content-based residential college, the 
greatest student attrition (10.7%) also occurred between the Spring 2015 and Fall 2015 
semesters.  
There are several possible explanations for why the greatest attrition occurred between 
the second (Spring 2015) and third (Fall 2015) semesters. It is possible that students did not 
adjust to independent living or were not prepared for the academic workload. The general 
recommendation is that for each credit hour taken, three hours are spent studying outside of 
class. If a student takes twelve credit hours, the minimum number of hours to be considered a 
full time student, this means that the student should spend a total of 48 hours on college-related 
coursework and preparation for class. Spending 48 hours a week on coursework leaves little time 
for outside employment or socialization, both of which are typically important aspects in the 
lifestyle of an undergraduate student. As the costs to attend college continually increase, there is 
a greater need for students to maintain employment while they are enrolled to help defray the 
rising costs.  The inability for a student to manage their time both inside and outside of the 
classroom could be contributing factors to the decline in retention.   
From an institutional perspective, it is possible that after spending two semesters 
enrolled, students decided that the study institution was not the right environment or did not meet 
their expectations and/or needs. It is also possible that they did not receive adequate academic 
advising or support in selecting courses and/or course loads when making the decision to remain 
enrolled. The importance of becoming acclimated to and integrated in both the academic and 
social environments is consistent with the literature. Tinto’s (1993) student integration model 
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includes dimensions that range from academic preparation (pre-college characteristics), 
institutional experiences, and constructs for the student to become acclimated to the institution, 
both academically and socially.  
Based on these findings and conclusions, the researcher recommends that further research 
be conducted in the form of surveys and focus groups in an attempt to identify specific factors 
that contributed to the decision to withdraw from the university. From this research, a model 
could be created that identifies characteristics of students who are at risk for not persisting until 
degree completion. Once these behaviors and characteristics are identified, the institution could 
adjust the way in which academic advising is conducted and require high quality advising prior 
to the start of and continuing through the first two semesters. High quality academic advising can 
take many different forms. Advisors should first seek to understand the student as a whole person 
and not simply from an academic lens. Establishing a meaningful relationship early on and 
learning about the student’s interests, strengths, weaknesses, skills, and abilities will allow the 
advisor to take on a talent development approach. Once the students’ talents, strengths, and 
weaknesses are identified, the advisor can better assist students in navigating and taking full 
advantage of what the institution has to offer, in terms of courses and career services. For 
example, a student who has difficulties in the area of writing should probably not be advised to 
enroll in multiple writing-intensive courses in the same semester. Developing deeper, more 
meaningful relationships with students will also allow the advisor to guide students to identify 
pathways of academic, social, and career success. This is consistent with the literature. Habley 
(2004) found that student-institution interactions (with faculty, advisors, peers, and 
administrators) directly influence undergraduate retention. Further, based on research conducted 
by Noel-Levitz in 2015, one-on-one advising by staff was ranked most effective amongst a list of 
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48 common retention practices. Finally, based on the data gathered, the researcher recommends 
that the institution create intervention programs in an effort to remedy issues with the identified 
at-risk students before they arise.  
Conclusion Three 
3. The grade point averages for students who did not participate in a content-based 
residential college were higher than those that did participate in a content-based 
residential college.  
This conclusion is based on the findings that for the six GPA measurements that were 
compared by residential college participation (four semesters and two end of year GPAs) four 
were significantly higher for students who did not participate in a content-based residential 
college. These included the second semester, Spring 2015, (t5251 = 2.252, p = .02) with the GPA 
for non-residential college participants of 2.88 (SD = .897) and a GPA for residential college 
participants of 2.82 (SD = .861); the third semester, Fall 2015, (t4683 = 2.932, p = .003), with the 
GPA for nonresidential college participants of 2.92 (SD = .862) and residential college 
participants of 2.84 (SD = .827); the fourth semester, Spring 2016, (t4431 = 2.707, p = .007), with 
the GPA for nonresidential college participants of 2.94 (SD = .907) and the GPA residential 
college participants of 2.859 (SD = .851); and the 2015-2016 end of year GPA (t4770 = 3.472, p < 
.001), with the GPA for non-residential college participants of 3.105 (SD = .581) and the GPA 
for residential college participants of 3.022 (SD = .537).  
One possible explanation for this finding is that students who participate in a content-
based residential college could be more involved in campus life. This is consistent with the 
literature, as students in learning communities develop supportive peer groups, tend to spend 
more time together, and become more involved in a range of learning activities, learn more, and 
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persist more frequently than do students in traditional learning settings (Tinto 1997, 2000; Zhao 
& Kuh, 2004).   
Based on this finding and conclusion, the researcher recommends that directors of 
content-based residential college programs should establish additional support in the in the form 
of office hours and strategically planned study groups, as Tinto’s (2004) research suggests that 
“to improve undergraduate retention, all institutions of higher education must offer easily 
accessible academic, personal, and social support services” (Tinto, 2004, p.). This remains in line 
with his theory that interactions influence a student’s sense of connection to the institution. 
Further, directors could arrange seminars focusing on time management and productivity to 
guide students in wisely organizing their time so they can remain involved in campus life. In 
addition to office hours, study groups, and time management seminars, directors of content-
based residential colleges could arrange opportunities for students to make meaningful 
connections with the services available to undergraduate students provided by the institution.  
Conclusion Four 
4. The number of credit hours earned in each of the first four semesters influenced the 
retention of students into their fifth semester.   
This conclusion is based on the findings that when the number of credit hours earned in 
each of the first four semesters of enrollment were compared to whether or not the student was 
retained in their fifth semester of enrollment all four of the measures were significantly different. 
The number of hours earned in the first semester (Fall 2014) of enrollment by students retained 
into their fifth semester was 13.59 (SD = 2.588) whereas the hours earned by students who were 
not retained was 10.54 (SD = 4.502). These variables were found to be significant (t5540 = 
31.115, p < .001). The number of hours earned in the second semester (Spring 2015) of 
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enrollment by whether or not students were retained in the fifth semester participants was 13.70 
(SD = 2.537) whereas the hours earned those who were not retained in the fifth semester was 
10.75 (SD = 4.569). These variables were found to be significant (t5251 = 28.542, p < .001). The 
number of hours earned in the third semester (Fall 2015) of enrollment by those who were 
retained in the fifth semester participants was 13.40 (SD = 2.884) whereas the hours earned by 
students who were not retained in the fifth semester of study was 10.57 (SD = 4.345). These 
variables were found to be significant (t4683 = 21.161, p < .001). The number of hours earned in 
the fourth semester (Spring 2016) of enrollment by residential college participants was 13.52 
(SD = 3.094) whereas the hours earned by non-residential college participants was 10.25 (SD = 
4.611). These variables were found to be significant (t4431 = 19.191, p < .001). 
It is also important to observe the percentage of students who dropped below full-time 
student status in each of their first four semesters of study. In order to be considered full-time, a 
student must enroll in and successfully complete 12 credit hours. A substantial number of 
students failed to maintain full time status each of their first four semesters, based on the data 
that showed for both groups (those that were retained in the fifth semester and those that were 
not) of students, between 17.9%-21.3% of all enrolled students dropped between full-time status 
each semester. Dropping below full time status carries a significant set of consequences, of 
which inexperienced students may not be aware. Beyond increasing the length of time to 
complete the degree, students that drop below full-time status are at risk for losing scholarships 
and student aid. They also lose the financial investment that they made in the form of tuition, 
fees, and related expenses, and as college becomes increasingly and rapidly more expensive, this 
could make a significant impact on the student’s decision to return the following semester. This 
is consistent with the literature, as the White House warns, “The most expensive education is one 
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that doesn’t lead to a degree” and compares the burden of student loan debt of graduates versus 
non-graduates, explaining that students who take out college loans but do not graduate are three 
times more likely to default than borrowers who complete. Also, a students’ ability to repay their 
loans depends more strongly on whether they graduate than on how much total debt they take 
(United States Department of Education, 2016). 
From an institutional perspective, the institution is influenced when a student drops 
below full-time status. This is consistent with the literature that explains that students persisting 
to graduation is a key of student success, and therefore institutional success (Noel-Levitz, 2008).   
Dropping below full-time status has an impact on whether or not the student is retained in 
the fifth semester of study. The number of credit hours earned during the first semester was a 
significant explanatory factor in the discriminant model explaining retention in the fifth 
semester. With those completing fewer hours (e.g. less than full time status) being less likely to 
return for their fifth semester.  
Based on these findings and conclusions, the researcher recommends additional research 
in the form of focus groups and surveys to determine why students dropped below full-time 
status. Some possibilities include not being prepared for the coursework, not being properly 
advised, and not realizing the serious implications associated with dropping below full-time 
status. Once these variables are identified, the researcher recommends putting into place strategic 
advising prior to enrollment and throughout each of the first four semesters of study so that 
students understand that dropping below full-time status may have an impact on their ability to 
persist until degree completion.  
The researcher also recommends further research in the area of dual enrollment courses. 
A recent trend to push high school students to participate in dual enrollment courses, gives the 
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students the opportunity to earn high school and college credit at the same time. This allows 
many students the opportunity to arrive on campus having earned credit hours on their transcript, 
and enroll in the next required course in the sequence. However, due to the inconsistency of 
quality and academic rigor amongst the many dual enrollment programs that currently exist, 
students are sometimes unprepared to be successful in the next course in the sequence. 
Therefore, the researcher recommends further research on the impact that participation in dual 
enrollment has on the retention and time to graduation of students who begin college credits 
earned through dual enrollment.  
Conclusion Five 
5. Residential college has a higher representation of minorities than non-residential college. 
This conclusion is based on the findings that for each of the groups of minorities 
represented in the data (Black, Hispanic, Asian, and Multi-Racial), content-based residential 
colleges had a higher percentage as compared to the non-residential college group. This 
comparison yielded a statistically significant chi-square value ((1) = 14.991, p = .005). This 
finding is not consistent with the literature, as Fenske, Porter, and DuBrock (2000) found that for 
every two Caucasian students that dropout, three African-American students withdraw and are 
20% less likely to complete college within a six-year period (Fenske, Porter, and DuBrock, 
2000). Even with an increased representation of minority students, participation in a residential 
college had a positive impact on retention.   
It is possible that content-based residential colleges do a better job of recruiting of diverse 
audiences and encouraging minorities to enroll. Additionally, content-based residential colleges 
could be more effective in creating diverse living-learning communities. Having a living-
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learning community that is more reflective of the diverse population in which students will one 
day work and live makes a richer and more meaningful experience for all involved.  
Based on this finding and conclusion, the researcher recommends additional research in 
the form of surveys and focus groups of minority students who did make the decision to live in a 
content-based residential college and of minority students who did not live in content-based 
residential colleges, with the aim of identifying what factors influenced the decision whether or 
not to enroll in a content-based residential college. The researcher also recommends additional 
research to observe if success in minority recruiting is focused in certain programs or if it is 
consistent amongst all content based residential colleges.  
Conclusion Six 
6. Students who did not change curricula during their second through fifth semesters were 
more likely to be retained in the fifth semester than those that did.   
This conclusion is based on the findings that for three of the four semesters (Spring 2015, 
Fall 2015, and Spring 2016) students who did not change curricula were more likely to be 
retained in the fifth semester. This indicates that these variables were not independent. The 
nature of the association was such that students who did not change curricula were more likely to 
be retained in the fifth semester.  
It is possible that students who did not change curricula entered with the knowledge of 
what they wanted to study and followed the appropriate program of study. Students who lived in 
a content-based residential college changed curricula fewer times (M = .75) than their peers who 
did not live in a content-based residential college (M = .83). It is possible that this is due to 
students who lived in a content-based residential college intentionally selected their living-
learning community based on their academic interests.  
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 On the other hand, the students that changed curricula more than once may have not 
understood the implications of losing credit hours, thus delaying graduation. Students that made 
multiple changes to curricula may not have been thoroughly exposed to the curricula offered at 
the institution before beginning their first semester of study. 
Based on these findings and conclusions, the researcher recommends that institutions 
establish summer boot camp orientation programs for students with declared majors. These 
programs could help students in determining whether or not this declared major was suited to 
their interests and abilities. The researcher further recommends that career services design and 
offer career exploration boot camp programs for first-time, entering freshman students to assist 
them with making decisions about majors and areas of career goals. Students who do not have a 
declared major should be strongly encouraged to participate in an orientation program geared for 
traditional first-time freshmen, during which students complete interest inventories and similar 
surveys to assist them in choosing a program of study that is suited to their strengths, 
weaknesses, and interests. In addition to a first year experience program, the researcher 
recommends arranging mentorship opportunities early on in the semester so that students can 
gain real-world experience in the field in which they intend to pursue employment. This would 
allow the student to decide if the curricula they are pursuing is satisfying and worthwhile. 
Additionally, the institution should offer strategic academic advising and guidance to students 
who change curricula more than once, ensuring that the students understand the implications of 
frequently changing their program of study and helping students find the right academic fit.  
Conclusion Seven 
7. Participating in a content-based residential college increased the likelihood of being 
retained in the fifth semester.  
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Living in a content-based residential college made a significant contribution to the 
discriminant model, ( = .799). It is important to note that this variable was found to have a 
higher mean for the students that were retained (M = .261) versus the students that were not 
retained (M = .212). The study institution retained 77.9% of the students who lived in a content-
based residential college and 73.0% of students who did not live in a content-based residential 
college. This finding was statistically significant, with a chi-square value of 12.662 (p < .001).  
Several possible explanations for this finding exist. It is possible that students that 
participate in content-based residential colleges are more academically minded, and choose to 
enroll in a content-based residential college that fits their interests. Due to the nature of residing 
in a living-learning community, students may have more opportunities to make relationships and 
identify study partners among their peers. This is reflected within the literature, as Tinto (2007) 
explained, the social benefits to building peer support groups is that,  “participation in a first-year 
learning community enabled students to develop a network of supportive peers that helped 
students make the transition to college and integrate them into a community of peers” (Tinto, 
2007, p. 5). This is also consistent with Seidman’s (2012) research that found students in living 
learning communities develop supportive peer groups, tend to spend more time together, and 
become more involved in a range of learning activities. These students may also learn more, and 
persist more frequently than students in traditional learning settings (Tinto 1997, 2000; Zhao & 
Kuh, 2004).  
Residents of content-based residential college have more frequent opportunities to make 
connections with professors and instructors. Habley (2004) found that student-institution 
interactions (with faculty, advisors, peers, and administrators) directly influenced undergraduate 
retention and in the same year, Tinto (2004) suggested that “to improve undergraduate retention, 
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all institutions of higher education must offer easily accessible academic, personal and social 
support services (Tinto, 2004).  
Based on these findings, conclusions, and connections to the literature, the researcher 
recommends that as the study institution moves to a freshman residency requirement, more 
content-based residential college options should be offered to first-time freshmen. This includes 
expanding the available beds for existing residential colleges and increasing the number of 
residential colleges. Ideally, every college should have a content-based residential college. 
Additionally, the researcher recommends that residential colleges should be offered 
beyond the first year of study, and potentially developed within individual or groups of 
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6. A prompt report to the IRB of any adverse event affecting a participant potentially arising from the study.  
7. Notification of the IRB of a serious compliance failure. 
8. SPECIAL NOTE:  When emailing more than one recipient, make sure you use bcc.  Approvals will 
automatically be closed by the IRB on the expiration date unless the PI requests a continuation.   
 
* All investigators and support staff have access to copies of the Belmont Report, LSU's Assurance with DHHS, 
DHHS (45 CFR 46) and FDA regulations governing use of human subjects, and other relevant documents in print in 
this office or on our World Wide Web site at http://www.lsu.edu/irb   
Institutional Review Board 
Dr. Dennis Landin, Chair 
130 David Boyd Hall 







APPENDIX B:  COMPUTERIZED REPORTING FORM 
Variables that will be entered into computerized recording form: 
a. Gender; 
b. Race; 
c. Overall high school grade point average (GPA); 
d. College entrance examination (ACT/SAT) composite scores; 
e. High school academic grade point average (GPA);  
f. Credit hours the student earned each semester;  
g. Cumulative grade point average (GPA) at the end of their first year;  
h. Cumulative college grade point average (GPA) at the end of their 
second year; 
i. Whether or not the student was a resident of the state; 
j. The overall GPA achieved at the end of the first year of college 
enrollment; 
k. The semester GPA achieved in the third semester of college 
enrollment;  
l. The overall GPA achieved at the end of the second year of college 
enrollment;  
m. Whether or not the student is retained in college during each of the 
first four semesters of college;  
n. Distance of parent/guardian home from the university measured in 
miles;  
o. Highest level of parents’ education   
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Loren Stelly McIntyre was born in New Orleans, Louisiana to Mary Kathleen Flynn and 
Terry Stelly. Raised in Mobile, Alabama with her three younger siblings, she graduated from 
McGill-Toolen Catholic High School in 2005 and received a Bachelor of Science degree from 
Louisiana State University in 2009. As a part of the Holmes Program under the direction of Dr. 
Nina Asher, she received a Master of Arts in Teaching in 2010. It was during this time that Dr. 
Asher wrote the following comment in the margins of a graduate school writing assignment: 
“Excellent, Loren—Ph.D., perhaps?” Having never considered the possibility of pursuing a 
degree beyond an M.A.T., Dr. Asher sparked within her the idea that one day she might be able 
to successfully complete a doctoral degree. Loren was advised to gain a few years of experience 
as a classroom teacher before pursuing a doctoral degree, and began her career as an elementary 
educator in Iberville Parish in August 2010, where she remained until May 2014, at which time 
she was given the opportunity to pursue her Ph.D. as a graduate assistant. She worked as a 
graduate assistant and for the College of Agriculture at Louisiana State University from June 
2014—July 2016 and returned to the classroom in August 2016 at Louisiana State University 
Laboratory School, where she currently serves as a teaching associate in a first grade classroom.  
Outside of the classroom, Loren is a proud daughter, sister, wife, and a mom—a role that 
was the destination of a tumultuous journey through the lands of infertility and using a 
gestational carrier. She and her husband, Chris, are passionate about sharing their “journey to 
John Patrick” in the hopes that they are able to help and support others facing infertility. Loren 
was proud to share their story before the Louisiana House of Representatives and Senate during 
the spring 2016 legislative session, in support of a bill that aimed to put into place legal 
precedence for those who choose to build their families via gestational carrier in the state of 
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Louisiana. This bill, HB1102, saw a favorable outcome and was signed into law by Louisiana 
Governor John Bell Edwards, effective 08/01/2016. Loren and her husband, Chris, have one 
child, John Patrick McIntyre. They live in Addis, Louisiana.  
 
